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Abstract
Battle, Doris Scott. Ed.D. The University of Memphis. August 2015. An Analysis of the
Leadership Behaviors of the National Institute for School Leadership Executive
Development Graduates. Major Professor: Dr. Larry McNeal.
With respect to the sample of principals’ judgment of the importance of Green’s
(2006) 13 leadership competencies and the frequency with which these principals engage
in them, statistically significant differences most often involved the competency
“Professionalism.” With respect to judgments of importance, “Professionalism” was
assessed as being higher than eight of the remaining 12 and was as assessed as being
engaged in more often than any of the other 12 with respect to judgments of frequency.
Among supervisors, there was no meaningful variation in their judgments of these
competencies’ importance and the only competency they perceived to be more often
engaged in by principals relative to all others was “Professionalism.” When principals’
and supervisors’ judgments were subjected to between-groups comparisons, supervisors
were observed to rate the competency “Diversity” as higher in importance than principals
and to perceive principals as more often engaging in the competencies “Collaboration”
and “Professional Development” than the principals themselves.
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Chapter 1
Introduction to the Study
In this emerging era of politically driven educational performance accountability,
transitioning traditional school principals from managerial roles to instructional
leadership will be the key factor to achievement (NISL, 2012). Historically, the
principalship was an administrative role comparable to a local major department store
or industrial plant manager. However, the role evolved as the demands on public
education changed (Knapp, Copland, & Talbert, 2003; Marzano, Waters, & McNulty,
2005). Some recent changes are due to the increase in charter schools and voucher
systems which provide educational alternative choices to parents and students (Portin,
Alejano, Knapp, & Marzolf, 2006). Murphy (2002) concluded that the shift from a
focus on individual titular leaders and individual behavior to a focus on the valued
ends of the systems that leaders lead has helped to redirect attention from
management of schools to leadership. According to Clifford, Behrstock-Sherratt, and
Fetters (2012), this new “leadership agenda implies a new set of roles and
responsibilities and the attendant authority to diagnose complex modern challenges
and doggedly focus the attention of the school and its community on the aim of
powerful and equitable learning opportunities” (p. 8). Principals who traditionally
were personnel and student managers must now embark on an area of curriculum and
instructional leadership (Boyan, 1988; Darling-Hammond, 1997; DuFour, 2002;
Knapp et al., 2002; Rosenblum, Louis, & Rossmiller, 1994). In this new
environment, school improvement is linked increasingly to school-level leadership
instead of district administrative actions

In this changing context, an array of researchers (Elmore 2000; Fordham
Foundation 2003; Hess 2003; Murphy 2001; Tucker 2003) questioned whether
traditional approaches to preparing and licensing principals were sufficient. The
University Council for Education Administration (UCEA) asserted, “In order to build
programs that support leadership for learning, we must rethink and revise our practice
in several areas” as cited in Young & Kochan, 2004, p. 121. Public Agenda noted
that, “When today’s superintendents describe what they are trying to accomplish, they
use the words ‘accountability, instructional leadership’, closing the achievement gap
and teacher quality” (Farkas, Johnson, Duffett, Syat, &Vine, 2003, p. 22). Principals
have admitted the need to be more prepared. Farkas et al. (2003) also pointed out that
all but 4% percent of practicing principals reported that on-the-job experiences or
guidance from colleagues was more helpful in preparing them for their current
position than their graduate-school studies. A study done by Darling-Hammond, La
Pointe, Meyerson, Orr, and Cohen (2007) found that 67% percent of principals
reported that typical programs in graduate schools of education were out of touch
with the realities of what it took to run their school districts.
In a four-year study, former president of Teachers College at Columbia
University, Levine (2005) raised the stakes in this debate by harshly assessing the
quality of educational administration programs. Based on a survey of practicing
principals and education school deans, chairs, faculty, and alumni, as well as case
studies of 25 school leadership programs, Levine concluded “the majority of
[educational administration] programs range from inadequate to appalling, even at
some of the country’s leading universities” (p. 23). Levine further found that the

2

typical course of studies required of principal candidates was largely
disconnected from the realities of school management. In view of the research
discussed, the question of what candidates are actually being taught in
principal preparation has taken on heightened significance given the
increasing demands of school leadership. As some traditional programs have
not performed well in the preparation of principals as instructional leaders,
alternative programs have gained increasing prominence for their authentic
approach to training principals to fulfill the role of instructional leaders.
Background to the Study
Traditionally, college- and university-based leadership preparation programs
focused on management and administrative roles, behaviors, and issues rather than
curricular and instructional issues. More than 15 years ago, the National Commission
on Excellence in Educational Administration recognized the need for better systems
to support the recruitment and development of principals (Hale & Moorman, 2003).
Hale and Moorman (2003) reported recent findings from the Southern Regional
Education Board [SREB] that reaffirmed the results of the research and called for the
process to establish a leadership development system that prepares principals to
•

Understand which school and classroom practices improved student
achievement

•

Know how to work with teachers to bring about positive change

•

Support teachers in carrying out instructional practices that help all student
succeed

•

Can prepare accomplished teachers to become principals (Hale & Moorman,
2003, p. 8)
Leithwood, Louis, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) point out that

“Fundamental criticisms of university-based programs for the pre-service
preparation of school leaders have led to extensive revisions and evaluations of
3

those programs over the past 15 years. Partly as a result of this research it is
much clearer what is expected of leadership development programs” (p. 67).
Public Agenda conducted a survey of education leaders regarding the
inadequacies of the traditional leadership preparation programs. The results of the
survey indicated that 69% of the principals that completed the survey were “out of
touch with the realities of what it takes to run today’s schools” (as cited in Hale &
Moorman, 2003, p. 5). The consensus in many quarters was that principal
preparation programs (with a few notable exceptions) are too theoretical and
totally unrelated to the daily demands made on principals. Leadership preparation
programs should emphasize “reflective practice, provide opportunities for peers to
discuss and solve problems of practice and provide a context for coaching and
mentoring” (Leithwood, Louis, Anderson & Wahlstrom, 2004, p 2, p. 67).
According to Hale and Moorman (2003), the course work lacked the sequential
order necessary to scaffold the learning, clinical experiences were inadequate or
nonexistent, and mentoring opportunities that developed practical understanding
of real-world job competence was not available for students in the traditional
leadership preparation programs. Levine (2005) concurred “(university-based)
curricula are disconnected from the needs of leaders and their schools. Their
admission standards are among the lowest in American graduate schools. Their
professoriate is ill equipped to educate school leaders. Their programs pay
insufficient attention to clinical education and mentorship by successful
practitioners. The degrees they award are inappropriate to the needs of today’s
schools and school leaders. Their research is detached from practice. And their
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programs receive insufficient resources” (p. 23). Lashway (2003) agreed with
Murphy who criticized traditional approaches [of leadership education] as
bankrupt, and with Young who conceded that change at the university level has
been slow and that faculty were not always well-connected with the field in
addition to being lax in conforming to standards-based instruction. A major
problem identified through interviews and discussions was the disconnect
between university coursework and challenges that occurred on a daily basis in
schools. Skyes clarified this disconnect between course curricular and actual
practice in day-to-day procedural administrative duties in schools. Colleges and
universities often had not invested in the necessary field-test instructional
modules that link the application of knowledge and theory to improving schools
and to reward professors for spending time working in schools as part of the
preparation of school leaders (as cited in Bottoms & O’Neill, 2001, p. 26). Brent
concluded that although many states continued to require potential school leaders
to complete university coursework before they assumed leadership positions,
there was little evidence that the university programs as now conducted made a
difference in preparing principals who create high-performance schools (p. 20).
The National Staff Development Council recommended that
“leadership development programs should have the following features: they
should be long-term rather than episodic; job-embedded rather than detached;
carefully planned with a coherent curriculum; and focused on student
achievement” (as cited in Leithwood et al., Louis, Anderson & Wahlstrom, 2004,
par., 2, p.67). However, the education system that produces the principals for the
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nation is controlled at the national, state, and local educational levels and are
complex and interrelated (Hale & Moorman, 2003). Many states adopted the
Interstate School Leaders Consortium Standards (ISLLC) to guide policy and
practice related to principal preparation. The ISLLC standards have guided these
states, colleges, and universities in establishing a framework to revisit and to
revised principal-preparation programs and in-service professional development
training opportunities (Hale & Moorman, 2003). The ISLLC standards received
criticism that the standards did not address crucial areas of 21st-century education
and leadership. As cited in Canole and Young (2013), some of the more
significant and recurring concerns included a lack of direct connection between
the leadership standards and student achievement gains (Davis, DarlingHammond, LaPointe, & Meyerson, 2005; Gronn, 2003); the omission of specific
areas, such as school technology leadership; the underspecification of criteria to
be met (Keeler, 2002; Leithwood & Steinback, 2005); the lack of consideration
given to the role of context in leadership practices (English, 2003; Gronn, 2003);
an assumption that leadership is provided by a single person (Pitre & Smith,
2004); and, the failure to identify the empirical knowledge/research upon which
the standards are based (Achilles & Price, 2001; Hess, 2003; Waters & Grubb,
2004). According to the National Center for Education Information (NCEI),
despite the growing alignment of programs with ISLLC standards for professional
practice, requirements for administrative certification, and the extent to which
policies support professional preparation continued to vary dramatically across
states. Among preparation programs, there was wide variability in entry and exit
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standards, program structure and academic content, pedagogy, and program
duration. Some programs required field-based internships with close supervision,
some relied on coursework only, and others required a mixture of these criteria
plus an exit test or performance assessment (as cited in Darling-Hammond,
LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, & Cohen, 2007).
Traditional, that is, university-based leadership preparation programs revised
and at times, completely changed to address concerns from critics have frequently
shown mixed results. There was, however, widespread agreement among
standards-based organizations that the traditional model of leadership with the
separation of management and production is no longer effective. According to
Hale and Moorman (2003), “Principals must serve as leaders for student learning.
They must know academic content and pedagogical techniques. They must work
with teachers to strengthen skills. They must collect, analyze and use data in ways
that fuel excellence” (p. 7). Bottoms and O’Neill (2001) projected that
universities and state- leadership academies would still play key roles in
educating school leaders to implement performance-based requirements they
would no longer have sole ownership or responsibility for the preparation of new
school leaders (p. 28)
Traditionally, state and district leaders have placed more emphasis on
principal practice than on student achievement. Clifford et al. (2012) called attention
to a change in the leadership style of principals: “The role of the school principal is
moving away from ‘superheroes or virtuoso soloists’ and toward an ‘orchestra
conductor’ who shares leadership and distributes it across the building” (p. 3).
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Regarding principal effectiveness, two emerging policy perspectives were discussed,
transactional and transformational leadership. The perspective that relates to the
transactional leadership approach addresses a practice perspective that defines
principal effectiveness based on the principal’s leadership or administrative practices.
The second perspective relates to the transformational leadership approach that
addresses an impact perspective that defines principal effectiveness based on the
principal’s impact on his or her school. Sanzo, Myran, and Normore (2012) assigned
the causes that brought about the new perspectives to be the result of “Changes in the
way school leaders are prepared have been implemented for a variety of reasons,
including more control over the way programs are developed and implemented,
profitability perceived by some entities of these programs, as well as the result of
complaints of traditional (university-based) preparation programs, Grogan, Bredeson,
Sherman, Preis, and Beaty (2009) have cited in part the catalyst for alternative
preparation providers to proliferate (p. 167).
As reported by Hale and Moorman (2003), models of alternative leadership
professional development programs were using many of the same strategies that
traditional university-based leadership preparation programs incorporated to improve
the preparation. School leadership preparation programs are provided by other
organizations, such as school districts, not-for-profit organizations, and for-profit
providers (Sanzo et al., 2012, p. 167). Providers such as The National Center on
Education and the Economy (NCEE) are worked on site with practicing principals
“through its National Institute for School Leadership (NISL) to help school districts
prepare practicing principals be outstanding instructional leaders in high-
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performance, standards-based schools” (Hale & Moorman, 2003, p. 16). Another
program, New Leaders for New Schools, (NLNS) focuses on recruiting individuals
with a diverse, proven set of skills, strengths and successes by recruiting leaders who
have the potential to become successful principals in urban school districts. The
ultimate plan for New Leaders for New Schools is to create a pathway for principal
recruitment and preparation and to serve as the model for all principal preparation
providers (NLNS, 2014).
Other models of alternative leadership programs have been introduced to
reinvigorate the concept of principalship by assisting with the transition from
traditional models to contemporary models. These models train new leaders as well as
retool practicing principals by transitioning them from a managerial to instructional
leadership focus. Some examples of alternative leadership preparation programs that
will be discussed in Chapter 2 are as follows: The Southern Regional Education’s
(SREB) Learning Centered Leadership Program, McRel’s Balanced Leadership
Program, and the School Improvement Network’s Educator Effectiveness System.
The model that will be the focus of this study is the National Institute For School
Leadership Executive Development Program (NISL EDP).
The National Institute for School Leadership (NISL, 2013) Executive
Development Program is an alternative principal preparation professional
development program that is being implemented in several states in the southeastern
region of the United States. The NISL EDP was designed to address the change from
management to leadership. The program was created by the National Center on
Education and the Economy with $11 million in grants and was launched in 2005
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after a five-year research and development effort. The program is currently used in
school districts in 22 states including statewide implementations in Massachusetts and
Pennsylvania. To date, over 9,000 educators have completed the EDP (NISL, 2014).
The curriculum consists of a combination of best practices in teaching and learning,
subject-area content knowledge, and leadership knowledge and practices necessary to
be a top-flight instructional leader. The NISL training is delivered utilizing the best
research available on how adults learn, including the leading techniques used by
business, medical, law, and the military to prepare their front-line leaders.
Evaluations of the program have shown improvements in principal effectiveness and
increases in student achievement (NISL, 2014).
Statement of the Problem
The Wallace Foundation (2013) reported, “For years public school principals
were seen as managers” (p. 5). The principal’s role was similar to a department store
manager or to an industrial plant manager. The principal supervised school personnel
and students and issues that required action. As shifts in education occurred, driven
notably by technology and globalization, the role of the principal irrevocably
changed. The principal is no longer simply accountable for managerial tasks but a
school-based leader whose responsibilities encompasses selecting curriculum, leading
instruction, and promoting student achievement while maintaining budgets, providing
professional development, and implementing directives from the district and state
(Davis et al., 2005). While leadership preparation programs are being redesigned to
meet this change, a large number of practicing principals continue to exhibit
transactional behavior (United States Department of Education (USDOE), 2010).
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Consequently, there is a need to identify and implement programs that will assist
practicing principals to make the change from transactional leadership to
transformational leadership (Alvod & Black, 2014).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine and measure the effectiveness of the
leadership behaviors of the graduates of the National Institute For School Leadership
(NISL) Executive Development Program (EDP) as aligned in accordance with the
thirteen core competencies. Additionally, the researcher will study the extent to which
the 13 core competencies are exhibited in the day-to-day operations of the school by
the principals who completed the NISL EDP and how 13 core competencies were
recognized by their supervisors. Perceptions of the supervisors on the 13 core
competencies exhibited by the principals who completed NISL EDP will also be
measured in this study.
Research Questions
The study will be guided by the following research questions:
1) To what extent do principals perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
2) To what extent do supervisors perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
3) Do principals rate themselves as enacting the 13 core competencies with equal
frequency?
4) Do supervisors rate principals as enacting the 13 core competencies with
equal frequency?
5) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
importance of the 13 core competencies?
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6) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
frequency with which principals enact the 13 core competencies?
Definition of Terms
The following definitions will be used during this study:
Alternative Leadership Professional Development Programs – can be defined
as nontraditional leadership preparation programs that offer training to help school
districts prepare practicing principals to be outstanding instructional leaders in highperformance standards-based schools (Hale & Moorman, 2003).
Competencies - defined as the underlying motives and habits—patterns of
thinking, feeling, acting, and speaking—that cause a person to be successful in a
specific job or role (Steiner & Hassel, 2011).
Thirteen Core Competencies - competencies that inform the type of skills and
attributes that the new reform movement is requiring of school leaders. The
competencies are visionary leadership, unity of purpose, learning community,
instructional leadership, curriculum and instruction, professional development,
organizational management, assessment, reflection, collaboration, diversity, inquiry,
and professionalism (Green, 1996).
1) Visionary Leader – Effective leaders influence the faculty to display trust
the leaders’ vision and to become integral participants in the transformation process.
2) Unity of Purpose – Effective leaders acquire the commitment of faculty to
adopt a single focus and to align supportive behavior to goal attainment.
3) Learning Community –Effective leaders influence individuals to show
support for the expectations for learning and performance and accept the
responsibility of their role in the distributive leadership process throughout the
school.
12

4) Instructional Leadership – Effective leaders facilitate the application of
current knowledge in learning and human development and use data to make
instructional program decisions that meet the needs of all students.
5) Curriculum and Instruction – Effective leaders keep the faculty focused on
student learning and implement a research-based curriculum that is designed to meet
the needs of all the students.
6) Professional Development – Effective leaders engage faculty in meaningful
learning opportunities that enhance professional growth and impact academic
achievement while energizing, motivating, informing, and inspiring faculty to attain
high standards of performance.
7) Organizational Management – Effective leaders implement procedures and
processes to govern the workflow, establish clearly defined, school-wide academic
and behavior standards to promote high expectations, and hold teachers and students
accountable for learning.
8) Assessment – Effective leaders establish an evaluation process that results
in data being used to drive instruction for improving academic achievement.
9) Reflection – Effective leaders set aside time on a regular basis to think
about their professional practices and decisions with a focus on improvement.
10) Collaboration – Effective leaders engage teachers in dialogue about
instructional strategies and student performance and allow teachers and other
stakeholders to participate in decision-making.
11) Diversity –Effective leaders create an environment of equity and equality
that establishes a culture of fairness and equal treatment for all staff and students. As
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a result, the ethical and moral imperatives of schooling are valued and recognized and
unfair treatment and inequalities are eliminated.
12) Inquiry - Effective leaders conduct inquiry into effective school research;
acquire a deep understanding of change and know how to initiate, lead, and sustain
the change; examine current research to identify leadership best practices; and align
their actions with the goals and visions of the school.
13) Professionalism - Effective leaders are diligent in implementing ethical
standards of the education profession through their daily activities.
Instructional Leadership - the guidance and direction of sustained improvement in
instructional practice leads to higher student achievement (Crane, 2012; Elmore,
2000; NISL, 2012).
Leadership Behavior – The behavior of school leaders is made manifest in
how they fulfill their administrative responsibilities (Crane, 2012, p. 10).
Managerial Leader – An administrative manager oversees the day-to-day operations
of the school (Hallinger, 1992).
National Institute For School Leadership (NISL). NISL is an executive
Development Program designed to prepare school leaders to meet the challenges of
increased accountability. NISL is part of the National Center of Education and the
Economy based in Washington, DC. (NISL, 2012)
Principal – Under the supervision of superintendents, principals are
responsible for the operation of specific schools in compliance with district policies,
goals, and objectives. (Allen, 1966).
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Professional Development for Principals – By means of a comprehensive,
sustained, and intensive approach, professional development aims to improve
principals’ effectiveness effectiveness in raising student achievement (Learning
Forward, 2014).
School Leader – The building-level principal influences learning primarily by
galvanizing effort around ambitious goals and by establishing conditions that support
teachers and help students succeed (Crane, 2012; Togneri & Anderson, 2003).
Supervisor – The supervisor coordinates and administrates a particular
program area (Ziff, 1959).
Transactional Leadership – The focus is on the principal’s building
management duties and administering rewards. Koppang identifies the administering
of sources, human skills, financial matters, materials, and technology as principal
duties along with covering workers needs as transactional leadership (Green, 2010).
Transformational Leadership –The focus is on increasing faculty and staff
motivation to achieve high performance levels and to develop a commitment to the
beliefs of the organization (Green, 2010).
Theoretical Framework
Research has pointed to leadership, second only to the influences of classroom
instruction, as a critical component in school improvement and student achievement
(Hallinger & Heck, 1998; Leithwood et al. 2004; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty,
2003). Beginning in 1983, with the report A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Educational Reform and the enactment of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) in 2001, the
topic of school leadership and the preparation of school leaders has become highly
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publicized and researched. The increased demands of accountability and high-stakes
testing have made the pivotal role of the principal more complex than in the past. The
behavioral leadership of principals requires innovatively updated professional
preparation to enable them to conform to the political shifts that mandate changes in
outcome-directed educational practices. Principals must be able to recognize and
reflect on their ability as leaders to effect change in their leadership skills and their
schools (Gulbin, 2008; Ibarra, 2008). Therefore, transactional leadership and
transformational leadership must be addressed in this study to distinguish between
leadership behaviors associated with past school leaders and those leadership
behaviors required of 21st-century school leaders. In preparing school leaders, many
traditional and/or alternative programs have adopted, shaped, and promoted their
programs based on leadership skills and styles characterized by the transactional
theory and/or the transformational theory. These two theories will be examined to
evaluate their effect on candidates in school leadership preparation programs.
The primary focus of this study is the National Institute for School
Leadership’s (NISL) Executive Development Program, an alternative leadership
preparation program to train participants to be moral exemplars working toward that
prepares leaders to be transforming leaders who are moral exemplars of working
towards the benefit of the team, the organization, and/or the community. In this study,
the transformational theory will be used to analyze the effect that adopted NISL
concepts had on the ability of school principals to lead their schools in the 21st
century.
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Limitations of the Study
This study is limited because its findings only represent the school districts
being surveyed in Tennessee. The survey responses will not reflect all school settings.
Additional possible limitations of this study are school settings that do not provide for
generalizations due to differences in size, geographic location, and student body and
faculty populations. Results of the study are also based on supervisor perceptions,
which are subjective and may be affected by variables not included in this study.
Delimitations of the Study
The delimitations of this study are fixed to elementary, middle, high school
principals and their immediate supervisors in public schools in a region of Tennessee
located in the southeastern United States. The study’s population is public school
principals that have completed the National Institute for School Leadership Program
and their immediate supervisors. Study data is delimited to that collected from the
Leadership Behavior Inventory for principals and the Leadership Behavior Inventory
for supervisors. The study will not include other district and school-level leaders
whose positions may have some instructional responsibilities. Additional
delimitations include the exclusion of principals of alternative learning, parochial or
private schools.
Organization of the Study
The study is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1, the introduction to and
overview of the study, includes background information, problem statement, research
questions, purpose of the study, and definition of terms, a theoretical framework,
significance of the study, limitations, and delimitations. Chapter 2 is a concise review
of the literature regarding the analysis of pertinent literature pertaining to the
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leadership behaviors of the National Institute for School Leadership Executive
Development Program. This chapter includes the following sections: introduction, a
historical perspective of school leadership: from principal to leader, transactional and
transformational leadership, instructional leadership section, need for instructional
leadership, behaviors of effective instructional leadership, vision, systems, thinking
and data, alternative leadership development programs, SREB, McRel’s Balanced
Leadership Program, School Improvement Network’s Educator Effectiveness System,
New Leaders For New Schools, and National Institute For School Leadership.
Chapter 3 is the methodology chapter with an introduction stating the design of the
study, describing the selection of the population and participants, the instruments
used in the study, six research questions, research design, validity and reliability
sections, the data collection procedures, a description of the quantitative analysis
procedures employed to analyze the data/statistics, method of data analysis, and the
summary. Chapter 4 reports the analysis of the data and a discussion regarding the
findings as they relate to the research questions. Chapter 5 is a discussion of the
findings as they pertain to existing research, implications of the findings for practice,
and identifiable topics for further research and summary.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Introduction
In order for schools to succeed in this new millennial age, the principal must
assume an expanded role—selecting curriculum, leading instruction, and promoting
student achievement all while maintaining budgets, providing professional
development, and implementing directives from the district and state. School leaders
accustomed to the role of managerial leaders must be trained in the full scope of
responsibilities of instructional leaders. There is a need to identify and implement
programs that will assist practicing principals in modifying the traditional managerial
style of leadership to that of instructional leader, the role currently advocated.
Recognizing that the National Institute for School Leadership (NISL) has taken the
lead in revamping school leadership programs by connecting research-based practices
to real school challenges, many additional leadership preparation programs are being
redesigned to shift the leadership style of practicing principals by giving them a
choice of approaches to acquire the skills and implementation behaviors to become
effective in leading diverse school environments. The purpose of this literature review
is to analyze the leadership behavior of the graduates of the National Institute for
School Leadership Executive Development Program (NISL EDP). Literature relevant
to this study is presented in this chapter. Literature abounds with theories and studies
(as cited in Crane, 2012) that address the role of the principal in providing school
leadership (Barth, 1991; Bass, 1990; Cotton, 2003; Doyle & Smith, 2001; Gardner,
1989; Goodlad, 2004; Horner, 1997; Leithwood et al. 2004; Lezotte, 1991; Murphy,
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2007; Northouse, 2004; Powell, 2007; Sergiovanni, 1999) and the role of the
principal transitioning to instructional leader (Hull, 2012; Wallace Foundation, 2011)
through alternative leadership development programs (Cheney, Davis, Garrett &
Holleran, 2010; Nunnery, Ross, Chappell, Pribesh, & Hoag-Carhart, 2011).
The review includes an evolving body of literature that focuses on
transforming principals from managerial leaders to nontraditional instructional
leaders through alternative leadership development programs to become involved so
that they have a verifiable impact on student performance and on principalship
behavior as a contributing factor to students’ academic success. The researcher also
used the literature review to guide the research questions to formulate generalizations
about the impact NISL EDP had on influencing transformational leadership behaviors
as the key to creating a long-term successful program for establishing an environment
conducive to the achievement of academic goals within the southeastern region in the
United States.
A Historical Perspective of School Leadership: From Principal to Leader
Smith and Piele (1989) stated that:
Leaders articulate and define what has previously remained implicit or unsaid;
then they invent images, metaphors, and models that provide a focus for new
attention. By so doing, they consolidate or challenge prevailing wisdom. In
short, an essential factor in leadership is the capacity to influence and organize
meaning for the members of the organization…the factor that empowers the
people and ultimately determines which organizations succeed or fail is the
leadership of those organizations. (as cited in Bennis & Burt, 2007, p. 1)
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In schools, the principal remains the central source of leadership influence (Wallace
Foundation, 2011). Rousmaniere (2007) pointed out that the history of the
principalship has not been precisely documented so that the actual date that the
principal position became an entity all of its own is unclear:
Before the creation of the principal’s office, school leaders worked under
limited organizational structures, with minimal guidelines and expectations of
their work. This thin administrative framework left them largely reliant on
their own individual leadership skills and directly dependent on community
approval. The simplicity of the system allowed for both the flexibility and
constraint: With virtually no local or state administrative standards to follow,
school leaders were free to lead schools by their own vision and initiative.
Yet, the absence of any administrative infrastructure kept school leaders
occupied with the most basic operational tasks and completely dependent on
the opinions, wealth, interest, and support of their community. (p. 7)
Although the position designated as principal has existed in American schools
for more than a hundred years, Rippa (1988) explained the education system was not
always structured this way:
As early as 1684 in Philadelphia and predominating through the early 19th
century, students were taught in one-room schools with every age group,
ability level, and subject taught by one teacher. With the increase in
population in the United States, schools began to provide more student
services among which was the need to assist teachers in carrying out teaching
and management duties. (as cited in Bregy-Wilson, 2012)
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By the middle of the 19th century, the concept of the principal teacher emerged at the
secondary level and eventually at the elementary level. Wood, Nicholson, and Findley
(1985) placed the origin of the word principal in a report written in 1841 by Horace
Mann to the Massachusetts School Board in which principal was used as an adjective
to describe the function of the holder of the title.
Thereafter, the designation of the word principal to describe the position
holder who was responsible for the management of a school was widely accepted to
belong to a single individual (Norton, 2013, pp. 1-10; Pierce, 1935, pp. 7-16; Portin et
al., 2006, p. 2). Through much of the last century, the principal’s role was largely
defined by operational expertise (Portin et al., 2006, p. 2; Shuttlesworth, 2004, p. 8).
As more demands of national testing and accountability have gained ascendancy in
understanding and promoting academic achievement, the role of the principal has
shifted from an emphasis on management expertise to instructional leadership and
student learning (Hull, 2012). Principals are expected to be educational visionaries,
instructional and curriculum leaders, assessment experts, disciplinarians, community
builders, public relations and communication experts, budget analysts, facility
managers, special program managers, as well as guardians of various legal,
contractual, and policy mandates and initiatives (Davis 2005, p. 34). In addition to
ensuring the smooth and safe operation of the school environment, principals are now
expected to improve teaching practices. Accompanying the calls for reform in school
systems was an underlying assumption that the leadership needed to execute these
changes would phoenix-like occur (Mendez-Morse, 2012).
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As the role of the principal became more influential in determining the
purview of education in the schools, researchers strove to isolate the characteristics
that made good leaders. A detailed examination of leadership carried out by Bird
(1940), Jenkins (1947), and Stogdill (1948) in the 1940s attempted to identify the
differences between leaders and followers (as cited in Zaccaro, Kemp, & Bader,
2004, p. 104). The research investigated trait-situation interaction, such as
intelligence, birth order, socioeconomic status, and child-rearing practices and, as a
result of the findings, identified six categories of personal factors associated with
leadership: capacity, achievement, responsibility, participation, status, and situation
(Bass, 1960). Attempts, however, to isolate specific individual traits led to the
conclusion that no single characteristic distinguished leaders from nonleaders
(Mendez-Morse, 2012). The distinctive role of the principalship received increased
attention following two reports, A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Educational
Reform (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) and A Nation
Prepared: Teachers for the Twenty-First Century (Task Force on Teaching as a
Profession, 1986). These reports challenged principals to become strong leaders for
school reform. The challenge called for principals to become change agents, to affect
the culture and climate of a school, to empower others, and to motivate staff and
students.
Transactional Leadership and Transformational Leadership
Transactional and transformational theories from the early 1940s to the
present have influenced the styles and behaviors of leadership. Different categories
were identified that captured the essence of the study of leadership in the 20th century
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(Stodgill, 1974). Bolden, Gosling, Marturano & Dennison reported early theories
primarily investigated the characteristics and behaviors of successful leaders while
later theories began to consider the role of followers and the nature of leadership (as
cited in Crane, 2012). This study will analyze the leadership behaviors of school
leaders who have graduated from the National Institute for School Leadership
Executive Development Program (NISL EDP) to determine the impact of the NISL
EDP on leadership characteristics and skills. For the purpose of this study, the review
of the literature focused primarily on Transactional Theory and Transformational
Theory. These theories demonstrate a reciprocal relationship of the mutual influence
of leaders and followers (Bensimon, Neumann & Birnbaum, 1989) and show how the
role of the school leader transitioned into learning leader (Green, 2010; Lashway,
2002; Lunenburg, 2010; Mednick, 2003; National Association of Elementary Schools,
2001; Northouse, 2004; Sergiovanni, 1999).
Rewards and punishment are fundamental to the practice of classic
transactional leaders who seek to establish a model for addressing the actions of
others (Larson, 2009). Larson (2009) explained that transactional leaders’ operational
approach is to keep the organizational machinery running as it always has and keep
everyone on task. Transactional leadership involves motivating and directing
followers primarily through appealing to their own self-interest. The power of
transactional leaders comes from their formal authority and responsibility in the
organization. The main goal of the follower is to obey the instructions of the leader. If
a subordinate does what is desired, a reward will follow, and if he or she does not
perform in compliance with the transactional leader’s instructions, a punishment will
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follow. Here, the exchange between leader and follower takes place to achieve routine
performance goals (Larson, 2009).
By contrast, transformational leaders seek to support and promote the efficacy
of the followers by working to understand intrinsic motivation and concentrating on a
long-term perspective. Working with trustees and school communities has shown that
charisma and presence are often considered highly desired qualities in school leaders,
especially in the top administrative position. However, Collins (2001) ascribed these
characteristics only to a Level 4 leader, an effective leader, not a truly great leader.
Charisma and inspirational presence are valuable assets, but great schools today need
administrators who are more than effective; they need Level 5 plus leaders, or what
Burns identified as transformational leaders (as cited in Larson, 2009).
Transformational leadership occurs where the leader takes a visionary position
and inspires people to follow (Bass, 1990). Bass (1990) added to the initial concepts
of Burns (1978) to further explain how transformational leadership could be
measured, as well as how it impacts follower motivation and performance.
Not only by inspiring followers through charisma and vision but also by
aligning individual objectives, goals, and values with those of the organization, the
transformational leader motivates individuals to seek higher levels of performance in
the name of the school's missions and, thus, achieve satisfaction and often exceed
expectations (Larson, 2009). Yuki (1994) affirmed the positive effects of
transformational leadership. The followers of such a leader feel trust, admiration,
loyalty, and respect for such a leader. Because of the basic attitudes of the
transformational leader, the followers are willing to work harder and more
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productively than anticipated. This outcome occurs as a result of transformational
leaders offering followers a humanistic motivation beyond that of self-gain. The
leader transforms and motivates followers through his or her idealized influence
(earlier referred to as charisma), intellectual stimulation, and individual consideration.
In addition, this leader encourages followers to come up with new and unique ways to
challenge the status quo and to alter the environment to support being successful
(Yukl, 1994).
Instructional Leadership
School leaders are the driving force of organizations (Brunner & Schumaker,
1998). By placing greater emphasis on instruction, the shifting conception of the role
of school leadership could be effectively reshaped by the utilization of proven
executive management programs to develop more effective school leaders, according
to the findings of this study. Although the role of the principal bears many
administrative challenges that require principals to function as managers of areas
external to the classroom, the same managerial skills are linked to the principal’s
instructional leadership to reinforce student achievement (Brunner & Schumaker,
1998). Leithwood, Harris, and Hopkins (2008) found that while teachers had the most
influence on student performance, principals were essential for setting the tone of the
learning community and modeling good teaching practice. The role of the principal
was crucial to promoting and supporting teachers’ achievements, creating a positive
work environment for teachers, and improving staff morale, all factors that
established an environment conducive to learning (Firestone et al, 2001; Leithwood,
Harris, & Hopkins, 2008). Principal accountability, such as principals’ ability to take
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responsibility for student achievement, is often an indicator of the quality of a
particular school’s educational practices in general (Firestone et al., 2001; Quinn,
2002; Vanderhaar, Muñoz, & Rodosky, 2006). Because principals are educational
leaders of their teachers, a principal can determine the outcomes of a school’s
performance on test scores by supporting creative and effective teaching (Firestone et
al., 2001).
The majority of school leaders who are leading schools today completed their
education and earned their leadership licenses in graduate school programs that did
not focus on instructional leadership. Management, not leadership, was the basis of
the curriculum. Management training emerged as behavior theorists grouped different
patterns of behavior together and labeled them as styles (Bolden, 2003; Powell, 2007).
Although various schemes, names, and theories emerged, four main characteristics
regarding leadership styles form the baseline of many behavior theories: (1) concern
for task—concentrating on high levels of productivity and ways to organize people to
meet objectives; (2) concern for people—viewing followers as people with needs,
interests, problems, and potential instead of as tools of production; (3) directive
leadership—making decisions and expecting followers to follow directions; and (4)
participative leadership—sharing decision-making with others (Doyle & Smith,
2001;Wright, 1996). Prior to the advent of behavioral leadership styles, the school
principal’s role resembled that of a middle manager, an “overseer of buses, boilers,
and books” (Wallace Foundation, 2010). This management training style resulted in a
lack of
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educational preparation for principals to shift to the executive leadership
behaviors taught by NISL EDP which fosters improved academic
achievement, shared leadership, instructional coaching, decision-making
based on data and academic outcomes, collaborative planning, and sustained,
job-embedded professional learning. (NISL, 2006, pp.1-14)
The development of preparation programs to train and retrain principals for
effective instructional leadership roles has assumed immediacy nationwide. The
reexamination and realignment of polices and administrative practices for recruiting,
developing, retaining, and rewarding teachers and principals will result in the
advancing of highly effective educators and leaders (United States Department of
Education, 2009).
The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards were
developed by the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSO) in collaboration
with the National Policy Board on Educational Administration (NPBEA) to help
strengthen preparation programs in school leadership (Van Meter & Murphy, 1997).
These standards encompass six areas: vision; school culture; management;
collaboration; ethical integrity and fairness; and political, social, economic, legal, and
cultural context (Crane, 2012 & Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO],
2008). The ISLLC Standards outline six specific leadership behaviors principals
must obtain, comprehend, and be able to apply to effectively lead 21st-century schools
(CCSSO, 1996; Crane, 2012; Green, 2009; Waters & Grubb, 2004; Wright & Gray,
2007). The standards also identify leadership behaviors a school leader must exhibit
to meet the challenges presented in the schools (Waters & Grubb, 2004).
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The Educational Leadership Constituencies Council Standards [ELCCS]
(ELCCS, 2002) for colleges and universities were developed from the Interstate
School Leaders Licensure Consortium Standards [ISLLCS] (ISLLCS, 1996) for
superintendents, curriculum directors and supervisors, and principals to assist current
and future school leaders to meet the changing demands of society and schooling. The
standards address the need for educational leaders to position teaching and learning at
the focal point of schools. Therefore, educational leaders are responsible for ensuring
that decisions about curriculum, instructional strategies, including instructional
technology, assessment, and professional development, are based on sound research,
best practice, school and district data, and other contextual information. The
standards call for educational leaders to use observation and collaboration to design
meaningful and experiential practice that improves academic achievement. The
standards also require that educational leaders be learners who model and encourage
lifelong learning and establish a culture of high expectations for themselves, their
students, and their staff. Candidates preparing to lead schools or districts must be able
to assess the cultural climate on a regular basis, and to evaluate teacher and staff
performance using a variety of supervisory models (ELCCS, 2002; ISLLCS, 1996;
2008).
While performance-based teacher evaluations are a critical piece of the
complete system of measuring effectiveness, the evaluation of principals is also a
critical component. Professional development that is prescribed to meet the specific
needs of individual teachers and principals, including those areas identified through
performance-based evaluation, is essential. The National Comprehensive Center for
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Teacher Quality-Evaluating School Principals (NCCTQESP, 2011) defined the
quality of the system of educator effectiveness being dependent upon the teacher and
leader recruitment policies, the structure and content of teacher and principal
preparation programs and the requirements for entry into the profession.
The Need for Instructional Leadership
For the last quarter century, academics and practitioners have been
engaged in a quest to understand and solve the issue of school improvement.
According to the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education
(MDESE, 2009), research ascertained that leadership was a critical component of
school improvement, and thus academic achievement, second only to the influences
of classroom instruction, strongly affects academic achievement. Duncan summarized
the impact of successful principals: “There are no good schools without good
principals” (as cited in MDESE, 2009).
Harvey and Holland (2012) supported Duncan’s premise that effective principals
enable teachers to teach at their best. Academics are associated with higher education
faculty. These principals spend “time in classrooms observing and commenting on
what [is] working well and what is not.” The study revealed that the least effective
principals announced visits to classrooms and rarely gave feedback to teachers; while
the most effective made numerous unannounced visits and give helpful feedback. The
researchers inferred that the most effective principals were tough-minded with
personnel and “aggressively weeding out individuals who did not show the capacity
to grow”. Other characteristics fundamental to accomplished leadership put forth in
the study were the ability to ask good questions of teachers, to display data in a way
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that tells a compelling story, and to spur collaborative inquiry within teacher teams.
The report closed with an analysis of the problem of principal turnover: “Schools
experiencing exceptionally rapid principal turnover are often reported to suffer from a
lack of shared purpose, cynicism among staff about principal commitment, and an
inability to maintain a school-improvement focus long enough to actually accomplish
any meaningful change” (Harvey & Holland, 2012).
To reduce academic failure and turn it into success, it is necessary to discover the
reasons for the failure (Corallo & McDonald, 2002). This study searched for the root
causes of failure and created a comprehensive plan with action steps that will lead to
intensive academic engagement and result in increased graduation rates. The
instructional leadership skills of principals that will contribute to the constructive
implementation of the plan to alleviate the pervasive failure dilemma are to be
administered by
•

determining the criteria to use for classroom observations that include
essential elements of an effective questioning process;

•

understanding the process of increasing rigor across the school by focusing on
the cognitive complexities of classroom questioning; and

•

knowing how to increase rigor across the school population by focusing on the
cognitive complexities of classroom questioning (Corallo & McDonald,
2002).
According to Green (2009), school leadership has shifted from traits and

characteristics attributed to principals to more specific behaviors, roles, and
responsibilities assigned to principals. Researchers have focused on identifying
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leadership behaviors that allow principals to promote positive school cultures and
adaptive learning environments (Bulach, Boothe & Pickett, 2006; Waters, et al.,
2005). Public demand for more effective schools has seen increased attention paid to
the crucial role of school leaders in promoting positive teaching and learning
environments (Blase & Kirby, 2000; LaPointe & Davis, 2006). The call for principals
to become instructional leaders has moved to the top of the educational renewal
agenda (Lashway, 2002). Research evidence supported the conclusion that effective
instructional leadership strongly affects the quality of teaching and student learning
(Leithwood et al., 2004; Waters et al., 2005). In response to the issue of the
importance of instructional leadership on the status of a school’s academic
competency, the conclusions researchers reached ranged from its being a major factor
to its being the major factor. Of the many roles performed by a school leader, the role
of instructional leader has become increasingly recognized as the most critical factor
for improving student achievement (Green, 2009; Waters & Grubb, 2004).
Instructional leadership has been recognized as one of the defining characteristics of
successful schools (Waters et al., 2005). Other research inferred that the school leader
was best positioned to ensure that teaching and learning was evident and was second
to teachers who have the greatest impact on student success (Bottoms & O’Neill,
2001; Green, 2009; Hobson-Horton, Green, & Duncan, 2009; Shelton, 2009;
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory, 1992; Waters & Grubb, 2004;
Waters et al., 2005).
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Behaviors of Effective Instructional Leaders
Researchers have identified specific instructional leadership behaviors related
to improving the teaching and learning process (Blase & Blase, 1999). Samuels
(2012) agreed with the body of existing research that principals were rated second
only to classroom teachers for impact on academic achievement. Hull (2012)
stipulated that the following descriptors conceptualize the current perception of
principalship.
•

The job of the principal has changed dramatically, with principals at all levels
of K-12 education now focusing on academic achievement as well as
traditional managerial duties.

•

Principals in low-achieving and/or high-poverty schools tend to have a larger
impact on academics than principals in less-challenging schools.

•

Principal turnover adversely affects schools.

•

Effective principals tend to recruit and retain effective teachers.

•

Principals become more effective as they gain experience.

•

Instructional leadership is assumed to be the hallmark of being an effective
principal.
After a decade of research on school leadership, Harvey and Holland (2012),

recommended five key behaviors that characterize principals who are successful in
instructional leadership. These principals shape a vision of academic success for all
students, based on high standards, create a climate that is openly hospitable to
education, cultivate leadership in others so that teachers and other adults assume their
part in realizing the school vision, improve instruction by implementing research-
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based strategies, and manage people, data, and processes to foster school
improvement. Further research (as cited in Samuels, 2012) found that effective
principals tended to have a minimum of three years of experience at their current
schools, shared leadership responsibilities, a clear sense of instructional goals, and un
announced informal teacher evaluations or classroom visits with appropriate feedback
afterward.
An effective principal, according to Protheroe (2011), is a blend of behaviors
in two areas: instructional leadership and management. The shift from school building
manager to instructional leader requires a principal to have strong leadership skills
that frame the vision of the school, with high expectations for academic achievement,
an understanding of instruction, the establishment of a safe and orderly environment,
and frequent monitoring of programs for improvement (Protheroe, 2011).
Green (2010) identified 13 core competencies of effective school leaders.
These 13 foundational skills inform behaviors school leaders should exhibit in order
to be effective and are as follows:
1. Visionary Leadership-Being innovative, dedicated, and committed. Having a
vision that reflects high expectations for all learners and that inspires and
influences faculty to make a difference and also become visionaries (p.10).
2.

Unity of Purpose-Developing shared goals that foster goal attainment, that
unite all stakeholders, and that maintain focus on student learning (p. 10).

3. Learning Community-Creating a supportive environment that encourages
innovation and sustains shared leadership, decision making, and professional
development (p. 10).
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4. Instructional Leadership (Teaching and Learning)-Meeting the needs of all
students by facilitating knowledge of current theories and methods in learning
and human development to inform instructional practices (p. 10).
5. Curriculum and Instruction-Meeting the needs of all students by
understanding the implementation of curriculum on teaching and the effect of
curriculum on student achievement and by applying curriculum that contains
research-based strategies and that focuses on student learning (p. 10).
6. Professional Development-Demonstrating a commitment to professional
growth and development through becoming a lifelong learner to reinvigorate
performance and effectiveness (p. 10).
7. Organizational Management-Organizing and operating the school culture with
continuous improvements and high expectations for all and utilizing resources
effectively (p. 10).
8. Assessment-Using various strategies to monitor and to develop student
performance to improve student achievement (p. 10).
9. Reflection- Employing reflection as a critical tool to provide insight, to
modify practices and behaviors, and to self-assess and inform selfimprovement (pp. 10-11).
10. Collaboration-Connecting all stakeholders in a safe, positive environment that
fosters a multicultural community where all stakeholders are accepted and
valued (p. 11).
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11. Diversity- Establishing an environment that recognizes and eliminates unfair
treatment and inequalities through perpetuating the morals and ethics valued
in a democratic society (p. 11).
12. Inquiry- Forming an environment driven by research in order to make
improvements, to identify research-based strategies, and to align and meet
instructional needs (p. 11).
13. Professionalism-Modeling commitment and ethical and moral behavior of a
leader that promotes the development of the profession and that influences
staff and faculty to behave in the same way (p. 11).
Green’s 13 Core Competencies and the Interstate School Leaders Licensure
Consortium (ISLLC) Standards
Competencies
ISLLC Standards
Visionary Leadership
Standard 1
Unity of Purpose
Standards 1, 4
Instructional Leadership
Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6,
Curriculum and Instruction
Standards 2, 3
Establish Learning Communities
Standards 2, 3,4
Organizational Management
Standard 3
Collaboration
Standards 1, 2, 4
Assessment
Standard 4
Diversity
Standards 4, 5
Professional Development
Standard 2
Reflection
Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
Inquiry
Standards 1, 4, 6
Professionalism
Standards 2, 4, 5
Source: Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2008/Educational_Leadership_Policy_Standards_2
008.pdf

Studies by Fullan (1988), Heller and Firestone (1994), Leithwood and
Montgomery (1982), Leithwood & Stager (1989), and Marsh and Willis (2003)
proposed that the goals [school principals] should pursue were as follows:
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•

Principals should have a vision of what they want for their school in the years
ahead (Fullan, 1988).

•

Principals should make their goals public to all concerned parties. They
should ensure that their expectations are made known, particularly to teachers
(Heller & Firestone, 1994; Leithwood & Montgomery, 1982).

•

Principals should take action, directly or indirectly, to see that their goals are
acted on and accomplished (Leithwood and Stager, 1989; Marsh &Willis,
2003).

•

Principals should develop and maintain good working relationships and keen
understanding of the work and progress of each teacher on their staff (Heller
& Fireston, 1994).

The leadership of an effective principal in the eyes of the teachers would include
academic feedback, professional development, and monitoring of classroom
instruction to assist teachers in improving academic outcomes within the school.
There would be shared leadership with the teachers on school practices and
procedures without changing the decision-making structure of the school (Protheroe,
2011).
In a school with a high-performance learning culture, individuals perform to
high standards and support one another with resources and structures that are aligned
with the expectations set forth by the principal’s instructional leadership (SREB,
2010). Thus, the principal’s instructional leadership influences the faculty and staff to
set high expectations for all academics by providing the environment for instruction
and support necessary for students to learn and achieve, while measured against the
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rigorous standards set by the state and the district.

Creating a school wide

performance learning culture for professional development that focuses on the
creation of an action-oriented blueprint for cultivating a culture that supports learning,
the principal establishes a school culture that supports the expectation of learning for
all academics (SREB, 2010). This focus requires an examination of the school
community’s core beliefs and values along with how they are translated into action in
the school’s physical environment, rules, policies, and procedures through the
direction of the instructional leader. Also in regard to the quality of relationships
between individuals and groups, the results of a process such as this will identify
indicators of a toxic culture and a top-notch culture, assess any school’s current
practices, assumptions, and beliefs that contribute to culture, weigh the impact of
school culture on teaching and learning, adopt structures for organizational decisions
and actions that influence school culture, develop an action-oriented blueprint to
nurture a culture that supports learning, communicate expectations in the school and
community for a high performance learning culture, and collaborate with colleagues
about ability and achievement, efficacy and effort, and power and control (citation
needed).
The $4.35 billion Race to the Top fund is the largest-ever federal competitive
investment in school reform (United States Department of Education [USDOE],
2009). It rewarded states for past accomplishments, created incentives for future
improvements, and challenged states to create comprehensive strategies for
addressing the following four central areas of reform that to drive improvement by
adopting internationally benchmarked standards and assessments that prepare
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students for success in college and the workplace; recruiting, developing, retaining,
and rewarding effective teachers and principals, (especially where they are needed
most); building data systems that measure academic success that inform teachers and
principals about how they can improve instruction; and turning around low achieving
schools (USDOE, 2009).
Race to the Top grants were awarded to states that are leading the way
with ambitious yet achievable plans of implementing coherent, compelling, and
comprehensive education reform in these four areas. These states will help “blaze the
trail” for effective reforms which will also serve as examples to states and school
districts throughout the country (USDOE, 2009).
Increasing professional development for emerging and new school leaders
offers an opportunity for principals to learn how to foster professional communities
that focus on effective instruction and is a good way to develop instructional
leadership (Clifford, 2012). One example of professional development is offered in
modules that develop instructional leadership and encourage activities that will help
principals with the application of content to the practices required to monitor
academic learning as a means of improving instruction in the school. Principals are
trained to initiate and implement the content of the modules in their schools by
•

collaborating to discuss and develop a vision statement for instructional
leadership in the school,

•

identifying excellence in instructional leadership and plan ways to model
effective teaching,

•

determining the extent to which teachers use effective teaching strategies,
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•

creating a professional learning community to promote high-quality
instruction,

•

building the instructional leadership capacity of school community members,
and

•

monitoring instruction to provide feedback and develop accountability for
instructional leadership (Clifford, 2012).

Edvantia (2012) established partnerships with individual schools, districts, state
education agencies, colleges and universities, nonprofit organizations, and private
companies to improve learning and advance student success by recommending
criteria for selecting an instructional leadership professional development program.
The criteria call for
•

creating a high-performance learning culture focused on setting high
expectations for all curricula that addresses the environment, instruction,
and support necessary for students to learn and achieve as measured
against rigorous standards.

•

reducing academic failure by addressing assumptions about academic
failure, root causes, policies and practices that impair or promote success,
and academic support systems.

•

developing instructional leadership for emerging and new school leaders
with activities to apply course content to improve academic learning and
instructional strategies in their schools
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•

creating a school-wide learning culture that examines a school
community’s core beliefs and how they are translated in the physical
environment; rules, procedures, policies; and group relationships.

Block (1987) stated “Leadership is the process of translating intentions into
reality” (p. 98). Eiter (2002), Elmore (2000), Tucker (2003), DuFour (2002), and Hill,
et al. (2000) identified three main elements of instructional leadership: vision,
systems thinking and data, and sustaining improvement.
Vision
All leaders have the capacity to create a compelling vision, one that takes people
to a new place, and the ability to translate that vision into reality (Bennis, 1990). In
the literature concerning leadership, vision has a variety of definitions, all of which
include a mental image or picture, a future orientation, and aspects of direction or
goal. Vision provides guidance to an organization by articulating what it wishes to
attain. Vision serves as a signpost pointing the way for all who need to understand
what the organization is and where it intends to go (Nanus, 1992). Seeley (1992)
described vision as a goal-oriented mental construct that guides people's behavior and
that becomes a picture of the future for which people are willing to work.
Vision as described by Manasse (1986) is "the force, which molds meaning
for the people of an organization" (p.150). For educational leaders who implement
change in their school or district, vision is a hunger to see improvement (Pejza, 1985).
As important as it is to know what vision is, it is also important to know what
vision is not. Nanus (1992) said that vision is not a prophecy, a mission, factual, true
or false, static, [or] a constraint on actions. Fullan (1992) warned against visions that
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blind and stated that there is a tendency for attachment to particular philosophies or
innovations that lead to the philosophies or innovations being excluded and resisted
by teachers (p. 19). To assist leaders in developing an appropriate vision, Nanus
(1992) maintained that the right vision
•

attracts commitment and energizes people,

•

creates meaning in workers' lives,

•

establishes a standard of excellence,

•

bridges the present to the future, and

•

transcends the status quo (as cited in Mendez-Morse, 1993).

Other descriptions of vision provide more explicit information especially pertinent
to educational leaders. Seeley (1992) defined two types of vision, both related to
Cuban's (1988) concepts of first- and second-order changes. Using the construct of
first-order changes, those that deal with improvements, Seeley (1992) explained that
these changes are connected to first-order vision or program vision. An example of a
change requiring program vision Seely used was the school's adoption of a new
reading program.
Second-order changes are those that require restructuring or a reconceptualization
of an organization's roles, rules, relationships, and responsibilities. Seeley (1992)
defined second-order changes as those that require system vision, that is, the
visualization by the leader of new sets of expectations, relationships, and
accountability structures. The distinction between program and system vision
provided by Seeley (1992) extended our understanding of vision and its role in
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changing schools because the vision reflects the type of school or district change that
is being implemented (as cited in Mendez-Morse, 1993).
Systems Thinking and Data
Capra (1996) concluded, “The more we study the major problems of our time,
the more we come to realize that they cannot be understood in isolation. They are
systemic problems, which means that they are interconnected and interdependent”
(p.3). To address the urgent and complex problems [of] today, companies,
nonprofits, and government organizations around the globe are increasingly using a
systems-based approach, in conjunction with data (Massachusetts Institute of
Technology [MIT], 2010). Senge (1990) contended that systems thinking provided
the conceptual structure for leadership actions and generated coherence and focus to
district improvement processes. “Systems thinking is a discipline for seeing
wholes…a discipline for seeing the ‘structures’ that underlie complex situations, and
for discerning high from low leverage change” (Senge, 1990, p.69).
According to Annenberg Institute for School (AISR, 2004) professional
learning communities have the potential to enhance the professional culture within a
school under the leadership of the principal by
•

[building] the productive relationships that are required to collaborate, partner,
reflect, and act to carry out a school-improvement program;

•

[engaging] educators at all levels in collective, consistent, and context-specific
learning;

•

[addressing] inequities in teaching and learning opportunities by supporting
teachers who work with students requiring the most assistance; and
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•

[promoting] efforts to improve results in terms of school and system culture,
teacher practice, and student learning. (p.1)

Researchers (Portin, Schneider, DeArmond, & Gundlach, 2003) from the
University of Washington found that the development of a strong professional

community as the responsibility of the principal as the instructional leader among
educators was a key ingredient in improving schools (as cited in The Wallace
Foundation, 2011). The research of Louis et al. (2010) supported the University of
Washington study: “When principals and teachers share leadership, teachers’ working
relationships with one another are stronger and student achievement is higher” (p.
282). This study found “principals play a major role in developing a ‘professional
community’ of teachers who guide one another in improving instruction” (as cited in
The Wallace Foundation, 2011, p. 10). Using schoolwide reform goals as the basis for
the commitment and interaction of teachers, effective professional learning
communities managed by principals in the role of instructional leaders were being
embedded in the schools. These professional learning communities guided by
principals provided opportunities for adults across a school system to learn and think
together about how to improve their practice in ways that would lead to improved
student achievement. This kind of collaboration is rarely found in more traditional
types of professional development or in common staff meeting time (Crane, 2012).
New educational concepts and approaches are shifting the role of the principal
from being a building manager and sole instructional leader to a model of principal
leadership that focuses on shared leadership, which includes coaching of instructional
staff, engaging in collaborative planning, and basing decisions on data analysis
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through professional development programs. These professional development
programs are designed to meet the needs of adult learners with the overarching goal
to increase academic achievement (NISL, 2013).
Alternative Leadership Development Programs
Several models of alternative leadership development programs are being used to
reconceptualize the principalship by assisting with the transition of managerial
leadership to instructional leadership. The Southern Regional Education’s (SREB)
Learning Centered Leadership Program, McRel’s Balanced Leadership Program, the
School Improvement Network’s Educator Effectiveness System, New Leaders For
New Schools, and The National Institute for School Leadership are examples of
models that are being used to train aspiring leaders and to supplement the educational
background of practicing principals in preparation for the transition from a
managerial to an instructional approach to leadership. A representative sampling of
these educational leadership program models and their benefits is reviewed here.
Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) Learning-Centered Leadership
Program
The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) works with educational
entities including district, state, and university partners to prepare principals and
school leadership teams to lead goals in curriculum, leadership, instruction and
academic achievement. This four-pronged program
•

conducts research on the preparation and development of school principals while
preparing benchmark reports to track the progress of SREB states in achieving the
Challenge to Lead goals; have leadership that results in improved academic
performance and leadership begin with an effective school principal;
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•

develops training modules and prepares trainers to deliver modules through
university programs, state leadership academies, and other professional development
initiatives; provides ongoing state guidance and technical assistance in leadership
redesign and keeps policy-makers aware of key issues for change through annual
forums and publications;

•

helps states develop policies and plans for providing high-quality training and
assistance to leadership teams in low-performing schools (SREB, 2013).

SREB’s curriculum of leadership training courses is rooted in education
research and based on SREB’s 13 Critical Success Factors. These practices are
derived from research associated with principals who have succeeded in raising
academic achievement in high-need schools. Courses are built around clear objectives
and key strategies that integrate real-world problems to build knowledge and skills in
instructional leadership. These courses focus on school leaders’ basic knowledge,
ability to improve instruction and raise academic achievement. Training in a variety
of leadership topics support principals in areas identified through evaluation
processes as needing improvement (SREB, 2013). Principals, teacher-leaders,
curriculum specialists, and leadership candidates in other positions gain knowledge
and skills from these courses that will enable them to build and support a scholarship
culture schoolwide. Training can accommodate participation by individuals or engage
teachers and administrators in developing and improving functional leadership teams
(SREB, 2013).
The SREB Learning-Centered Leadership Program’s curriculum of online
school leadership training courses engages principals and school leadership teams in
professional development through a web-based learning environment of study,
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collaboration, reflection and application of learning to authentic school reform efforts.
Each course requires participants to apply acquired skills and strategies to a real
problem in their schools related to academic performance. Participants analyze the
causes of the problem, arrive at solutions to the problem and develop an action plan
with implementation strategies to address the problem. The School Leadership
Training is designed especially for school teams working toward continuous
improvement. Teams include the school principal and at least one of the aspiring
leaders, or teacher leaders or other members of the school leadership team (SREB,
2013).
SREB’s internship program for school leaders views mentors as guides on an
intern's journey, and the most effective mentors are those who engage in a process of
discovery with their protégés. Participants learn the roles, skills, processes and tools
that effective mentors use to help develop school leaders who make a difference in
academic achievement (SREB, 2013).
Mid-Continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) Balanced
Leadership Program
Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL) Balanced
Leadership program is based on research of principal and superintendent behaviors
and practices that lead to increased academic achievement. The program equips
leaders with strategies and practices that are linked to academic achievement and
emphasizes the leadership practices and the principles upon which the practices are
based as promoted by Marzano, et al. (2005). Drawing upon 35 years of studies,
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Marzano (2005) formulated the following principles as a knowledge base for the
practice of instructional leadership: Principals must understand
•

the 21 responsibilities of a school leader that have a significant effect on
academic learning,

•

the difference between first- and second-order change,

•

the choice of the right work to focus on,

•

the advantages and disadvantages of comprehensive school reform
models, and

•

the 11 factors and 39 actions that help take a site-specific approach to
improving academic achievement by following a five-step plan for
effective school leadership (McREL, 2013).

During this three-year leadership consortium, McREL provides a series of 10, twoday professional development sessions to help practitioners learn and apply the
leadership responsibilities and practices identified in their research as having an effect
on academic achievement. Together, these sessions make up the four components of
the Balanced Leadership Framework. The consortium brings together school
leadership teams from across a state, region, or district. McREL provides the resource
materials, consultation, site visits, and an evaluation study.
The Balanced Leadership Profile is an outline feedback tool based on the
leadership practices identified in the School Leadership that works responses and give
principals, including assistant and aspiring principals, information about leadership
skills related to improvement (McREL, 2013). Staff developers and school leaders
learn Balanced Leadership content from McREL experts, participate in online
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learning activities, and then practice delivering content as a trainer. Finally, McRel
observes participants in action, either in person or via video, before they begin
training others in their schools, districts, or agencies. McREL utilizes the Balanced
Leadership Profile online feedback tool as the leadership evaluation instrument
(McREL, 2013).
School Improvement Network’s Educator Effectiveness System (EES)
The Educator Effectiveness System (EES) provides personalized learning
opportunities to administrators and teachers to help them become increasingly
effective, all delivered on a scalable, on-demand learning platform (School
Improvement Network, 2013). EES trains school leaders to use assessment and
classroom observational data as a tool to improve teacher development and to impact
student development and achievement in five consecutive phases:
Phase One—Goals. School leaders will adopt learning and achievement goals
and objectives to yield increased student educational outcomes.
Phase Two—Process. School leaders will formulate a systematic plan to
execute and to monitor learning and achievement goals and to conduct teacher
evaluations.
Phase Three—Observation. School leaders will monitor teacher execution and
student impact of learning and achievement goals through both formal and informal
classroom observations and will retrieve data to use for teacher evaluation.
Phase Four—Professional Learning. School leaders use results of the data to
address specific areas of strength and/or weakness relating to learning and
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achievement goals with individual teachers and/or whole or specific groups of
teachers and/or students.
Phase Five—Progress. School leaders publish results of the data to
demonstrate whether the learning and achievement goals have or have not been met
and to determine the next steps in attaining the learning and achievement goals as
well as amending and developing new learning and achievement goals. (School
Improvement Network, 2013)
New Leaders for New Schools (NLNS)
New Leaders for New Schools (NLNS) aims to recruit individuals with a
diverse proven set of skills, strengths and successes. According to Hale and
Moorman (2003), NLNS is designed as a preparation program for aspirants to a
principalship in low income, underdeveloped schools. providers. NLNS recruits
aspiring principals who demonstrate:
•

A relentless drive to transform an underperforming public school,

•

A firm belief that effective leadership practices have a direct
impact on academic performance,

•

Instructional expertise in a K-12 classroom, and

•

The drive to make a real difference in the lives of students from
low-income communities (NLNS, 2014).

In New Leaders for New Schools’ Aspiring Principals Program, novice
principals receive on-the-job training for the entire initial school year through
residency in a NLNS program city, participation in a national cohort, and completion
of online webinars. NLNS aspiring principals lead schools with the assistance of the
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staff and former NLNS Aspiring Principals Program participants, meet with
educational leadership experts and school leaders for 1-3 weeks in the fall, summer,
and spring, and complete self-directed training and inquiry from online webinars to
develop characteristics to become transformational leaders in education (NLNS,
2014).
The NLNS Aspiring Principal’s Program is aligned to the Urban Excellence
Framework (UEF), which was conceived through research on practices of effective
schools and leaders, to ensure that participants improve student achievement and
close the achievement gap through best practices exhibited by NLNS high-achieving
schools and leadership. NLNS (2011) defined the five core components of the UEF,
which consists of research-based best practices that have a significant impact on
schools:
•

learning and teaching,

•

culture, aligned staff,

•

operations and systems, and

•

personal leadership. (p. 5)

The first two components—learning and teaching and culture—use student
achievement to establish educational goals, to lead data-driven instruction,
and to create challenging, yet, positive school climate. The third and fourth
components—aligned staff and operations and systems—use the principal’s
leadership to develop and maintain vision with the staff and to execute vision
through day-to-day school operations and in instructional practices. The fifth
component—personal leadership—exemplifies the foundation of NLNS
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Aspiring Principal’s Program by using the principal’s leadership as the key to
for everything that happens in for the entire school, from curriculum
implementation to teacher-to-student, student-to-student, teacher-to-teacher,
and/or principal-to-teacher interactions. (NLNS, 2011, pp.5-65)
National Institute for School Leadership (NISL)
The National Institute for School Leadership’s professional development
program for school leaders, the Executive Development Program, is based on
leadership development techniques from the fields of education, military, business,
law, and medicine. It provides school leaders with the knowledge and skills
necessary to turn around a low performing school and make it academically
successful. The NISL program was developed with a Research and Development
investment of over $11 million and launched in 2005 (NISL, 2012).
The goal of the Executive Development Program is to transform principals
into instructional leaders who are trained in accelerating student learning. The
combined in-class and online program is open to principals, assistant principals, and
other school leaders of all experience and ability levels as well as for assistant
principal and other school leaders. There are 27 days of in-class instruction spread
over a 15-18 month period. To date, over 5000 school leaders in 20 states have
completed the Executive Development Program (NISL, 2014).
There are eight leadership roles school leaders assume. They are (1)
instructional leader; (2) visionary; (3) data master; (4) team leader; (5) coach and
mentor; (6) creator of just, fair, caring culture; (7) driver of change; and (8)strategic
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thinker (NISL, 2012). These leadership behaviors are also aligned to the Interstate
School Leader Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards.

NISL EDP Eight Leadership Roles and the ISLLC Standards
Roles
ISLLC Standards
Instructional Leader
Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
Visionary
Standard 1
Data Master
Standards 2, 4
Team Leader
Standards 1, 4
Coach and Mentor
Standards 1, 2
Creator of Just, Fair, Caring Culture
Standards 5, 6
Driver of Change
Standards 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
Strategic Thinker
Standards 1, 3, 4
Source: Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO)
http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2008/Educational_Leadership_Policy_Standards_2
008.pdf

Instructional Leader. School leaders have become increasingly responsible
for student learning. There is an administrative gap, however, between the
instructional leaders who have the knowledge and skills necessary to improve
instruction in a systemic way. The NISL EDP provides research, discussions, applied
learning, and pedagogical tools that facilitate understanding of contemporary topics
ranging from standards-based instruction to leveraging data and assessment, from
best practices in the content areas to coaching towards improved instruction (NISL,
2012)
Visionary. Whether it’s posted on a website or hanging in a hall, almost all
school leaders can point to their school vision. The challenge is to adopt a vision that
is achievable, worthy, and measurable phrased in such a way as to be inspirationally
motivating. NISL EDP helps leaders understand their role in creating an ongoing
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vision, what makes a vision strong, and how to lead their staff, students and
community toward that vision (NISL, 2012).
Data Master. There is an unprecedented amount of data available in schools
today and unprecedented pressure to ensure that this data points to increased student
achievement. Principals need to have an understanding of the data-driven significance
of summative assessments but also of classroom observations and formative
assessments. They must know how to use data to group students, to set and measure
goals, and to inform changes in instruction. Principals must also be able to organize
teams and set the parameters for how data will be leveraged in their school. The
Executive Development Program (NISL EDP) provides the guidance and practice to
help a school leader become a data master (NISL, 2012).
Team Leader. Participants in the NISL EDP come to understand the power
of teams to accomplish school goals. They develop the capacity to promote
professional learning and to build collaborative to distribute leadership
responsibilities throughout the building, and to lead the faculty in setting high
expectations for students realizable through authentic teaching methods, evaluation,
and assessments (NISL, 2012).
Coach and Mentor. To fulfill this role, principals must understand what
constitutes good instruction. For instruction to improve, principals need to be able
coach and mentor teachers. NISL provides the content-area focus necessary to
identify good instruction, and an instructional coaching model and experience using
it, for principals to effectively leverage their insights to improve instruction and
strengthen their relationship with teachers (NISL, 2012).
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Creator of a Just, Fair, and Caring Culture. School leaders must
understand the stakes involved in students’ learning, believe that all students can
succeed, and understand the importance of treating staff and students fairly and with
respect. NISL participants discover why high expectations and the courage to take
action are the foundation of a just, fair and caring culture in which all students believe
they can succeed. They learn how to widen the circle of support for students by
cultivating community involvement and integrating community resources effectively
into their school (NISL, 2012).
Driver of Change. Beginning in the first unit, and throughout the curriculum,
participants in the NISL EDP develop this understanding and come away with a
commitment to drive change. They also learn what they need to know and be able to
do as a change agent to provide the guidance and direction to their school community.
They learn how to identify and enlist the aid of friends, identify root problems and
causes, gather intelligence, and formulate sound action plans for sustained
instructional improvement (NISL, 2012).
Strategic Thinker. The principal must lead the effort and motivate a school
team to create and commit to a vision of where the school wants to be over a period
of years; develop a strategy to implement that vision; build action plans to execute the
strategy; and apply a process for measuring accomplishments. Strategic thinking is
not the same as simply planning ahead—thinking strategically is all about matching
up clear ends or goals with the available or attainable resources. An effective
conceptual framework for strategic thinking starts with an examination of the context
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and the vision, and includes consideration of assumptions, interests, objectives,
capabilities, threats, and risks (NISL, 2012).
National Institute for School Leadership Executive Development Program
(NISL EDP)
Researchers (Nunnery, Ross, & Yen, 2010a; 2010b; Nunnery et al., 2011)
from John Hopkins University and Old Dominion University studied the Executive
Development Program (EDP) and found that the program has changed instructional
practices in the classroom and raised student achievement levels. As cited in Nunnery
et al. (2011):
Nunnery, Yen, and Ross conducted a carefully matched comparison-group ex
post facto design to examine NISL program effects in Pennsylvania and
Massachusetts. The findings from the Pennsylvania study (Nunnery, Ross, &
Yen, 2010a) indicated that program participation by school leaders was
associated with statistically significant improvement in student achievement
for both mathematics and reading over a four year period. Although no
statistically significant effects were observed for English Language Arts
performance in this study, preliminary estimates found that NISL schools
consistently surpassed the comparison schools in math achievement gains at a
statistically significant level from 2006- 2009. The findings from the first
Massachusetts study (Nunnery, Ross, & Yen, 2010b) concurred the effects of
the NISL program, as it also is based on an ex post facto, matched comparison
design (Nunnery, Ross, and Yen, 2010). The findings from the second
Massachusetts study (Nunnery, Ross, Chappell, Pribesh, & Hoag-Carhart,
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2011) showed that NISL-trained principals outperformed their peers in raising
student achievement in English language arts and mathematics. The effect
sizes were .11 in ELA and .14 in math; thus, students gained the equivalent of
one month of extra learning. (pp. 3-13)
The researchers (Nunnery et al., 2010a; 2010b; Nunnery, 2011) showed that there is
strong correlation between NISL EDP-trained principals and the NISL EDP impact
on student achievement.
In the NISL Executive Development Program, participants examine a
researched-based executive development program for school leaders that
•

seeks to connect to real-world complexities with a curriculum that is
grounded in effective teaching and learning;

•

provides job-embedded activities which offer opportunities to test
leadership skills in real situations; and

•

provides opportunities to participate in on-going professional growth
in the following areas: instructional leadership and coaching, literacy,
strategic thinking, standards-based systems, ethical leadership, driving
change, team building, managing data, the principles of learning,
teaching, and curriculum, and best practices in literacy, mathematics,
and science instruction (Perella, 2012, pp.5-13).

NISL employs a scripted curriculum so that all of their cohorts will take part
in the same training and employ a common language (Perella, 2012). The short
readings and case studies can be found in the NISL Course Instructor Guides.
Although there are assigned readings, there are no tests that are required to pass the
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course. There is a culminating computer simulation exercise at the end of the training.
In the computer simulation exercise, participants role-play how they would address
problems in an imaginary school. Completion of the program requires attendance and
participation in every session.
NISL took cues from participants in business and medical practices by
examining a number of strategies for the improvement of instruction and the sharing
of best practices in communities of learners (Senge, 1990). The EDP units provide
opportunities to examine lesson study approaches, instructional coaching, and
professional learning communities (Dufour, 2004). The EDP prepares principals to
meet the leadership responsibilities of standards-based defined by Elmore 2000:
(1) deal with educational challenges (global, national, and local),
(2) appreciate the application of a conceptual framework for thinking
strategically,
(3) understand aligning of elements in a standards-based instructional
system, and
(4) identify undergirding principles of teaching, learning, and curriculum
promoting professional development programs of principals as
instructional leader and creators of a just, fair and caring community
(pp. 12-24).
Other benefits include a continuous emphasis on data, the importance of distributed
leadership and instructional teams, NISL’s theory of action, and a related process of
making improvements. Professional learning programs promote an appreciation of
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the importance of creating learning cultures in schools dedicated to improving
academic learning outcomes (Elmore, 2002).
The Executive Development Program has three components: NISL Training for
leadership teams to deliver the NISL curriculum districtwide or statewide; a
principal’s program designed to prepare school principals to meet the challenges of
increased accountability; and technical assistance for districts or states to tailor and
implement their program (NISL, 2014).
At the heart of the NISL EDP curriculum is the idea of the principal as the
instructional leader. The goal of the program is to enable principals to see their role
as the chief instructional officer setting a vision for teaching and learning, supervising
and evaluating the quality of instruction, and providing support and guidance to
teachers. Leithwood and Duke (1999) projected that the roles principals play in
coaching, teacher supervision, and curriculum implementation foster instructional
improvement in schools as critical to improving academic achievement. Other
components of the NISL curriculum (as cited in NISL 2014b) reflect aspects of
instructional leadership that research suggests are critical to improved instruction and
learning:
•

Standards-based classrooms. Research has documented the critical role of
standards for academic performance in instruction (Smith & O’Day, 1993;
Tucker & Codding, 1998). Leadership studies showed ways that
principals could implement standards-based reform in classrooms; for
example, effective principals led efforts in schools to align instruction to
standards (Portin et al., 2009).
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•

Formative assessment. A comprehensive review of research on formative
assessment came to the conclusion that “innovations that include
strengthening the practice of formative assessment produce significant and
often substantial learning gains” (Black & William, 1998).

•

Instructional teams. While the principal remains the chief instructional
leader in a school, studies indicated that principals could play this role
more effectively when they formed instructional teams that included
teacher leaders (Portin et al., 2009).

•

Compelling school vision. Research has also shown that a compelling
vision could motivate the school community to achieve lofty goals
(Leithwood et al. 2004). A strong vision is particularly important in
turning around low-performing schools. In such situations, principals set
clear expectations for the school community and signaled that change
would happen (Herman et al., 2008).

•

Differentiated instruction. Principals help teachers differentiate
instruction first and foremost by building a system and culture for
collecting and analyzing data about academic performance. By examining
each academic’s strengths and weaknesses, teachers can begin to
understand when academics are able to move forward and when they need
additional help (Herman et al., 2008). In addition, by providing
professional development for teachers, principals can help ensure that
teachers are capable of analyzing data effectively and providing the
appropriate responses in the classroom (Herman et al., 2008).
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•

Professional learning communities. A study of 1,500 schools that were
undergoing some form of restructuring found that professional learning
communities led to higher academic achievement, lower dropout rates,
and improved behavior and attendance (Wehlage & Newmann, 1997).
(What the Research says, The NISL Curriculum—Instructional Leadership
section, para.)

The growing importance of accountability for academic performance and the
increasing emphasis on the principal as instructional leader have enhanced the need
for principals to be more knowledgeable of instruction and learning in core subject
areas. This does not mean that principals should displace teachers or even become as
knowledgeable as the best teachers. As Hill (2002) observed, “Principals do not need
detailed curriculum content knowledge, nor do they need to be expert teachers
themselves, but they do need to be able to recognize good teaching and what it means
to effectively implement different teaching strategies in different learning contexts”
(p. 66). The creators of the NISL EDP recognized this importance and devoted two
full classroom days to literacy, two full days to math, and two full days to science so
that principals know enough to create excellent schoolwide programs in the STEM
subjects. The EDP has two phases. Phase 1 and Phase 2 have 4 courses and 13 NISL
Course Units. Phase 1 covers an understanding and appreciation of needed changes
in the changed capabilities of a principal, and Phase Two guides participants in how
to change to meet the qualifications deemed essential to learning how to change to
transition into the new scenario. The 13 NISL EDP Course Units are (1) The
Educational Challenge, (2) The Principal as Strategic Thinker, (3) Standards Based
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Instructional Systems, (4) Foundations of Effective Learning, (5) Leadership for
Excellence in Literacy, (6) Leadership for Excellence in Math, (7) Leadership for
Excellence in Science, (8) Promoting Professional Learning & Phase One Simulation,
Coaching Institute, Facilitation Institute (Leadership Teams only), (9) The Principal
as Instructional Leader and Team Builder, (10) The Principal as Ethical Leader, (11)
The Principal as Driver of Change, (12) Leading for Results, and (13) Culminating
Simulation.
In addition to knowledge of subject areas and instruction in the content areas,
principals also need to understand how students learn and how to create learning
environments to maximize learning. A 1999 report by the National Research Council
synthesized decades of research in cognitive science and outlined the key foundations
of learning (Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999). The research is fully incorporated
into the NISL EDP.
Finally, NISL (as cited in NISL, 2014b) has incorporated best practices from the
leadership literature and tailored it to fit a school setting, including
•

culture and team building. An organization’s culture is the way
individuals who work there do their jobs and the way they think about the
organization and their work. Collins and Porras (1997) use the term “core
ideology” and suggest that it represents the glue that holds the
organization together. Effective leaders articulate and maintain the
culture, and in so doing, build and hold together a team. Cultural
leadership is particularly important in turning around low-performing
organizations (Deal & Kennedy, 2000). Leaders need to know how to
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articulate their own core values, understand what the other managers and
employees think the organization stands for, and collectively develop a set
of shared values (Deal & Kennedy, 2000).
•

Data-driven organizations. While the standards-based reform movement
has turned schools’ attention to performance and accountability,
businesses have long focused on results and on data to drive decisions, and
the implications for education are clear cut. Leaders in business set
performance goals, identify key indicators, support personnel to achieve
results, hold everyone in the organization accountable for results, and
monitor performance continuously (Eiter, 2002).

•

Importance of Systems. While the component parts of an organization are
important, what makes them effective is the way they work together in
systems. Effective leaders are skillful at designing systems and aligning
them to the organization’s priorities and goals (Hill, 2002). However,
many educational leadership programs pay little attention to the design of
systems (Hill, 2002).

•

Coaching. Teachers need to be able to monitor and improve their own
performance, and coaching provides them with feedback and helps them
develop the skills to do so (Goldsmith, Lyons, & Freas, 2000). Effective
leaders are able to evaluate employees’ work skillfully and fairly and to
provide honest assessments and suggestions for improvement. Such
abilities do not come naturally to many leaders, but done well, they are
critical to organizational performance (Goldsmith, Lyons, & Freas, 2000).
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•

Strategic Thinking. Prahalad and Hamel visualized strategic thinking as a
three-pronged concept: strategic intent, or creating a vision of a new
direction for an organization; strategy as stretch, or highlighting the
mismatch between resources and ambition and inviting creative solutions
for closing the gap; and strategy as revolution, or radical rethinking of an
organization’s approach (as cited in Eiter, 2002).

•

Use of 360-Degree Assessment. Increasingly, school districts are
developing and/or using “360-degree” assessments, which provide school
leaders with feedback from multiple layers within the organization as well
as from teachers, students, parents, and community. School leaders need
to be able to implement a 360-degree assessment and feedback system and
to use the results to improve performance (Eiter, 2002). (What the
Research Says, The NISL Curriculum section, para. 4 & 5)

The content and methodology of the EDP (as cited in NISL, 2014b) is consistent with
the best practices in adult learning:
•

Use of Cohorts. EDP enrolls participants in groups, that is, cohorts, of 25
to 40. Each cohort follows the same program and works together over the
course of the program, forming a professional learning community. Little
(2003) documented that professional learning communities could enhance
teacher learning and improve real-world performance. Another later study
verified that a cohort design was a key feature of exemplary leadership
development programs (Darling-Hammond et al., 2007)
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•

Job-Embedded Learning. The EDP is grounded in the actual work that
school leaders do. The EDP requires candidates to engage in action
projects in which they apply what they learn to real problems in their local
setting. Job-embedded learning was not only more engaging, but it also
conformed to research on situated learning, which found that learners were
better able to transfer what they learned to new situations when their
learning was contextualized to real situations (Anderson, Simon, & Reder,
1996). Learning in context was also an important feature of the exemplary
programs studied by Darling-Hammond et al., 2007.

•

Use of Simulations. EDP incorporates two computer-based simulations
into the program, which enable participants to apply their learning to
lifelike situations. As with the action problems, job-embedded learning
and case studies, simulations provide opportunities for relevant work that
is less abstract than traditional coursework and that build on the
understanding of situational cognition.

•

Extended Period of Study. EDP structures its program so that academics
receive small portions of study over an extended period of 15 to 18
months. This structure was designed in part to allow candidates to
participate in action projects, applying their learning to their home settings
extrapolated outcome to reflect research on the importance of sustained
learning. Studies of teacher professional development have found that
isolated workshops are ineffective because teachers are better able to learn
and adopt improved practices if their professional development was
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sustained over time while being integrated into their practice (Cohen &
Hill, 2001; Supovitz, Mayer, & Kahle, 2000). (What the Research Says,
The NISL Pedagogy section, para. 6)
Promoting professional learning communities as is advocated and enabled by
the EDP to address the criticality of knowledge management, as well as the creation
of a nurturing culture of learning and the promotion of professional learning in a
standards-based school. Participants become a community of adult learners who
discern and share the best instructional practices convinced that all children can and
will achieve high standards. Through the use of various instructional strategies,
school leaders ensure the promotion of continuous learning-therein creating powerful
professional learning communities among the faculty, academics, and staff (DuFour,
Eaker, & DuFour, 2005).
The literature reviewed in this section explored the history of the
prinicipalship and the changing role of the principal in the 21st century. The research
concurred that the role of principal has evolved to instructional leader, which has
shifted the principal’s focus from the managerial operation of the school to
curriculum implementation and student achievement. The literature reviewed
concluded that instructional leaders should be transformative, thus, exhibiting
behaviors and skills in coherence with the Transformational Theory. With the shift in
the principal’s role, the literature presented alternative leadership programs designed
to equip aspiring and developing principals with the leadership skills and behaviors to
become instructional leaders. The literature confirmed the effect of the NISL EDP in

66

training principals to become transformative, instructional leaders whose impact led
to substantial gains in student achievement.
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Chapter 3
Methodology
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of principals who
completed the National Institute for School Leadership’s Executive Development
Program (NISL EDP) and their leadership behaviors as measured by the Leadership
Behavior Inventory (Green, 2006). The researcher also examined the perceptions of
the subjects’ supervisors utilizing the previously mentioned inventory.
A review of the literature included studies that identified principals’ behaviors
linked to higher achievement and to obstacles that principals faced as they
implemented best practices in their roles as instructional leaders at their schools.
According to Marzano et al. (2005), research cited by Jennings (2010) the research
shows a positive correlation between the principals’ behaviors to academic
performance.
Research Questions
The study will be guided by the following research questions:
1) To what extent do principals perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
2) To what extent do supervisors perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
3) Do principals rate themselves as enacting the 13 core competencies with equal
frequency?
4) Do supervisors rate principals as enacting the 13 core competencies with
equal frequency?
5) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
importance of the 13 core competencies?
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6) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
frequency with which principals enact the 13 core competencies?
Research Methods
The type of research that was used to examine the variables was a descriptive and
correlational design describing the statistical association, if any, between the
perception of the principals who completed the EDP and their supervisors of the
effectiveness and relevance of the EDP. This chapter describes the selection of
participants, the instrument used in this study, the validity and reliability of the study,
the data collection procedures, and a description of the quantitative analysis
procedures employed to analyze the data.
Population
The Tennessee Leadership Excellence for Acceleration in Developing Schools
(TN LEADS) was a one-year (June 2013–July 2014) Tennessee Department of
Education’s (TDOE) funded leadership professional development program. The
intensive 12-month program aim was to build the capacity for instructional leadership
in 78 schools (Grades K–12), consisting of 35 elementary, 19 middle and 24 high
schools across 12 districts in southwest and southeast Tennessee. The program’s
purpose was to provide training to 106 principals, district-level staff, and school level
leaders. By implementing the NISL EDP curriculum, the grant replication criteria
were met for transforming educational administrators from building managers (the
traditional perception) to successful instructional leaders.
The researcher obtained approval to conduct research from the director of
Curriculum & Operations of the National Institute for School Leadership (NISL)
[Appendix A]. The researcher secured from NISL’s national office a listing of all of
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the participating school districts in Tennessee and the principals who have completed
the program. The supervisors of these principals have also been identified. Approval
was granted from the Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human
Subjects at the University of Memphis. To improve the Leadership Behavior
Inventory (Green, 2006) return rate of 65%, two follow-up emails were sent to the
principals and to their supervisors asking them to assist in encouraging participation
and completion of the inventories.
Instrumentation
The 13 core competencies developed by Green (2006) were used to collect
data from principals and their supervisors regarding their perceptions of how well
principals who completed NISL’s EDP performed based on the core competencies.
Green (2010) used the 13 core competencies to develop an inventory. The inventory
is the Leadership Behavior Inventory (see Appendix A & B for the inventory). In this
study the survey was given to two groups. The groups were principal graduates of
NISL and their supervisors. The inventory measures principals’ perceptions of the 13
core competencies and supervisors’ perceptions of principal’s competencies.
The inventory is comprised of 39 statements that characterize leadership
behavior advocated for 21st-century school leaders. The inventory measures 39
behavior descriptors by assessing their importance and frequency, utilizing a 5-point
Likert Scale. Section 1 measures the level of importance (unimportant, of little
importance, moderately important, important, and very important) and a Section 2
measures the level of frequency (never, seldom, occasionally, frequently, and
always).
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The 13 core competencies as defined by Green (2010) that inform the
behaviors of effective school leaders are as follows: These 13 foundational skills the
inform behaviors school leaders should exhibit in order to be effective are as follows:
1) Visionary Leader – Effective leaders influence the faculty to display trust
the leaders’ vision and to become integral participants in the transformation process.
2) Unity of Purpose – Effective leaders acquire the commitment of faculty to
adopt a single focus and to align supportive behavior to goal attainment.
3) Learning Community –Effective leaders influence individuals to show
support for the expectations for learning and performance and accept the
responsibility of their role in the distributive leadership process throughout the
school.
4) Instructional Leadership – Effective leaders facilitate the application of
current knowledge in learning and human development and use data to make
instructional program decisions that meet the needs of all students.
5) Curriculum and Instruction – Effective leaders keep the faculty focused on
student learning and implement a research-based curriculum that is designed to meet
the needs of all the students.
6) Professional Development – Effective leaders engage faculty in meaningful
learning opportunities that enhance professional growth and impact academic
achievement while energizing, motivating, informing, and inspiring faculty to attain
high standards of performance.
7) Organizational Management – Effective leaders implement procedures and
processes to govern the workflow, establish clearly defined, school-wide academic
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and behavior standards to promote high expectations, and hold teachers and students
accountable for learning.
8) Assessment – Effective leaders establish an evaluation process that results in
data being used to drive instruction for improving academic achievement.
9) Reflection – Effective leaders set aside time on a regular basis to think about
their professional practices and decisions with a focus on improvement.
10) Collaboration – Effective leaders engage teachers in dialogue about
instructional strategies and student performance and allow teachers and other
stakeholders to participate in decision-making.
11) Diversity –Effective leaders create an environment of equity and equality
that establishes a culture of fairness and equal treatment for all staff and students. As
a result, the ethical and moral imperatives of schooling are valued and recognized and
unfair treatment and inequalities are eliminated.
12) Inquiry - Effective leaders conduct inquiry into effective school research;
acquire a deep understanding of change and know how to initiate, lead, and sustain
the change; examine current research to identify leadership best practices; and align
their actions with the goals and visions of the school.
13) Professionalism - Effective leaders are diligent in implementing ethical
standards of the education profession through their daily activities.
Instructional Leadership - the guidance and direction of sustained improvement in
instructional practice leads to higher student achievement (Crane, 2012; Elmore,
2000; NISL, 2012).
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Leadership Behavior – The behavior of school leaders is made manifest in how they
fulfill their administrative responsibilities (Crane, 2012, p. 10).
Managerial Leader – An administrative manager oversees the day-to-day operations
of the school (Hallinger, 1992).
The 13 core competencies are grouped by the following items: Assessment
(Items 3, 22, 30), Collaboration (Items 8, 25, 37), Curriculum and Instruction (Items
35, 2, 11), Diversity (Items 6 16, 32), Inquiry (Items 7, 29, 12), Instructional
Leadership (Items 13, 19, 36), Learning Community (Items, 38, 15, 18),
Organizational Management (Items 21, 34, 14), Professional Development (Items 17,
9, 23), Professionalism (Items 24, 4, 20), Reflection (5, 33, 26), Unity of Purpose
(Items 31, 27, 1) and Visionary Leadership (Items 28, 39, and 10).
Additionally, the inventory request demographic information from the
principals: gender, teaching experience, principal experience, experience at current
school, and school level of current school. The inventory requests demographic
information from the supervisors: gender, teaching experience, title of their current
position, and years of experience in their current positions.
Validity
Ivie (2007) validated The Leadership Behavior Inventory’s content by peer
judgments made by 20 school leaders. The school leaders were selected to answer
whether the statement accurately reflected the designated competency and whether
the question was easy to understand. Some of the wording of the questions was
changed after receiving feedback. The inventory was then field-tested by teachers
(Crane, 2012 & Ivie, 2007).
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Reliability
The Leadership Behavior Inventory reliability study was conducted through
survey completion for teachers. Reliability was calculated for the instrument using
means with Cronbach’s alpha and split-half reliability. The Leadership behavior
Inventory had a high level of internal consistency with an alpha of .905. The
Cronbach’s alpha levels by individual competency domain were also high, ranging
from. 899 to .912. The split-half alpha ranged from .825. to .827, with correlation
between. 832, and the Guttsman Split-Half Coefficient were .908 (Ivie, 2007 &
Crane, 2012).
Data Collection
Data were collected through the Leadership Behavior Inventory measuring the
perceptions by principals and their supervisors on both the importance placed on the
leadership behavior and the frequency of the exhibition of the behavior. The surveys
were administered online, and data were collected using Survey Monkey, web-based
survey collection software.
Data Analysis
Both descriptive and statistics analysis were done on the data. Research
Questions 1 through 4: item level frequencies and competency-level means. Use the
repeated measures Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to compare competency-level
importance means and competency-level proficiency by the two subgroups. Research
Questions 5 and 6: were compared with Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA)
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and follow-up as necessary with independent t-tests. The results from the analysis are
presented in Chapter 4.
Summary
Chapter 3 is the methodology chapter with an introduction stating the design
of the study, describing the selection of the population and participants, the
instruments used in the study, six research questions, research design, validity and
reliability sections, the data collection procedures, a description of the quantitative
analysis procedures employed to analyze the data/statistics and method of data
analysis.
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Chapter 4
Results
The purpose of this study is twofold: first, to investigate the relative
importance that principals completing the NISL EDP attach to Green’s (2006) 13
leadership competencies, together with their assessment of how frequently they enact
these competencies; and second, to compare and contrast these two sets of principals’
perceptions with those of their supervisors. The six specific research questions
following derive from this general purpose:
1) To what extent do principals perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
2) To what extent do supervisors perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
3) Do principals rate themselves as enacting the 13 core competencies with equal
frequency?
4) Do supervisors rate principals as enacting the 13 core competencies with
equal frequency?
5) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
importance of the 13 core competencies?
6) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
frequency with which principals enact the 13 core competencies?
After a brief description of the sample of principals and supervisors who
chose to participate in this study, the chapter will then turn to outlining the analytic
procedures and providing the statistical outcomes pertinent to answering the six
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research questions previously described. A brief synopsis of what was learned from
these analyses will conclude the chapter.
Description of Sample
As noted in Tables 1 and 2, some 42 principals and 35 supervisors provided
usable data when asked to respond to the survey. In terms of their genders, the split
between principals who were male (53.4%) and principals who were female (47.65)
was approximately half and half. Regarding years of experience as a teacher, the
sample of principals was slightly skewed towards those having more rather than less
experience, with slightly more than two-thirds of the group having taught more than
10 years (66.7%) and the remainder having taught 10 or fewer years (33.2%). With
respect to their years of experience as a principal and their years of experience at their
current schools, the levels observed were all but identical, with 54.8% of the group
indicating their years of experience as a principal/years at their present school to be
between 1 and 5 years, some 23.8% placing their years of experience as a
principal/years at their present school at between 6 and 10 years, and the remaining
21.4% professing have to more than 10 years of experience with respect to both
criteria. Finally, in terms of the educational contexts in which these principals’
assessments were formed, about 43% of the sample indicated that their schools served
mostly elementary grades (42.9%), nearly 30% indicated that their schools served
mostly middle-level grades (28.6%), and the remainder of the group indicated that
their schools served mostly high school grades (28.6%).
As contrasted with the previously described group of principal respondents,
the group of supervisor respondents was largely female (71.6%) as opposed to male
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(28.6%) and tended to have somewhat more teaching experience than those in the
principal
Table 1
Demographics of the Sample: Principals (n = 42)

Variable

F

%

22
20

52.4
47.6

Experience as a Teacher
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 20 years
20 or more years

4
10
17
11

9.5
23.8
40.5
26.2

Experience as a Principal
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 20 years
20 or more years

23
10
8
1

54.8
23.8
19.0
2.4

Experience at Current School
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 20 years
20 or more years

23
10
2
7

54.8
23.8
4.8
16.7

Grade Levels Served by the School
Elementary (K - 5)
Middle (6 - 8)
High School (9 -12)

18
12
12

42.9
28.6
28.6

Gender
Male
Female
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Table 2
Demographics of the Sample: Supervisors (n = 35)
Variable

f

%

10
25

28.6
71.4

Experience as a Teacher
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 20 years
20 or more years

0
6
11
18

0.0
17.1
31.4
51.4

Experience in Current Position
1 to 5 years
6 to 10 years
11 to 20 years
20 or more years

18
10
3
4

51.4
28.6
8.6
11.4

Gender
Male
Female

group. Whereas about two-thirds of principal respondents professed to have had 10 or
more years of teaching experience, the percentage of responding supervisors at that
level exceeded 80% (82.8%), with the remainder indicating their having been
teachers between 6 and 10 years (17.1%) and no one indicating their level of service
to have been 5 years or fewer. In contrast to their years of teaching experience, the
responding supervisors’ years of experience in their current positions was nearly their
years of teaching experience in reverse, with 80% of the sample having 10 or fewer
years at their present posts and about 20% having more than 10 years at their current
posts.
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Data gathered from this select group of principals and supervisors were
analyzed using the parametric statistical procedures described in the third chapter.
Results issuing from these procedures—namely, the Repeated Measures Analysis of
Variance (R-ANOVA) and the dependent t-test (as follow-up), and the Multivariate
Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) and the two group F test (as follow-up)—have
been organized into a series of tables and graphs and, with respect to the six research
questions previously mentioned, sequentially presented in the following narrative.
Research Question 1:
To what extent do principals perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
Inspection of the item-level statistics provided in Table 3 and the means
graphed in Figure 1 suggests only slight variation the way that principals assessed the
importance of 12 of 13 competencies. Towering above the other 12 was principals’
assessment of the importance of the competency “Professionalism,” the constituent
items of which roughly 80% of the respondents or more assessed as being “very
important.” At the other extreme, these same principals were somewhat less inclined
to see the value of the competency “Collaboration,” such that only about half of the
group assessed two of the three constituent items measuring that competency as being
“very important.”
As stated in in the note to Table 4, formal testing of the 13 scale means using
the Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure confirmed what cursory
inspection had indicated and pointed to one or more pairs of statistically significant
differences among the means (L = .358, F(12, 30) = 4.47, p < .001, hp2 = .642). By
way of following up on this outcome, use of the dependent t-test procedure to test for
80

differences among the 78 pairs of dependent means revealed nearly 12% (that is,
9/78) of such differences to be statistically significant at corrected alpha levels (that
is, p = .05/78 or p < .001), with eight of these nine differences associated with
comparisons involving “Professionalism.” Computation of the correlated effect sizes
associated with these differences shows the largest effects to be linked to comparisons
involving the mean for that competency (that is, Professionalism M = 4.79) and the
means for the competencies “Collaboration” (M = 4.46, g = .60), “Professional
Development (M = 4.51, g = .53), and “Visionary Leadership” (M = 4.56, g = .59). As
also shown in Table 5, a statistically significant difference was also observed with
respect to the comparison involving the aforementioned mean for “Collaboration” (M
= 4.46) and the mean observed for Learning Community (M = 4.69, g = -.41), but no
other of the possible comparisons between means reached the statistically significant
threshold.
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Table 3
Principals’ Perceptions of the Importance of 13 Competencies: Item-Level
Percentages
Moderately
Important
or Less %

Principals: Item Responses

Important
%

Very
Important
%

2.4

28.6

69.0

11.9

26.2

61.9

7.1

23.8

69.0

Assessment (α = .79)
03. Advocate the use of a
variety of strategies that can be
used to monitor student
performance and continuous
leader development.
22. Use a formal plan to
assess student progress for the
purpose of enhancing student
achievement.
30. Use assessment processes
to identify areas of student
achievement and need
improvement.

Curriculum and Instruction (α = .84)
02. Demonstrate an
understanding of the
relationships among
7.1
23.8
curriculum coherence, student
success, and pedagogical
leadership.
11. Recommend curriculum
that focuses on individual
7.1
45.2
student needs.
35. Show evidence of having
knowledge of curriculum
components that keep the
11.9
21.4
school focused on student
learning.

69.0

47.6

66.7

(Table Continues)
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Table 3 (Continued)
Moderately
Important
or Less %

Principals: Item Responses

Important
%

Very
Important
%

11.9

35.7

52.4

11.9

38.1

50.0

9.5

16.7

73.8

7.1

31.0

61.9

4.8

21.4

73.8

9.5

38.1

52.4

Collaboration (α = .70)
08. Engage school personnel
in the creation of a community
of individuals that value
positive social interaction.
25. Work in concert with
individuals who have diverse
opinions.
37. Demonstrate a willingness
to collaborate with schoolbased personnel for the
purpose of improving student
achievement.

Diversity (α = .72)
06. Create an environment in
which the ethical and moral
imperatives of schooling in a
democratic society are valued.
16. Respect the ideas of
teachers when they work with
you.
32. Eliminate inequalities.

Instructional Leadership (α = .79)
13. Exhibit knowledge of
processes that can be used to
4.8
31.0
enhance teaching and learning.
19. .Design instructional
programs to improve student
achievement.
36. Collaborate with schoolbased personnel in analyzing
data for the purpose of
identifying programs to
improve instruction.

64.3

2.4

38.1

59.5

4.8

21.4

73.8

(Table Continues)
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Table 3 (Continued)
Principals: Item Responses

Moderately
Important
or Less %

Important
%

Very
Important
%

Inquiry (α = .76)
07. Examine research to
identify best practices for use
in responding to school-related
issues.

4.8

50.0

45.2

12. Assist teachers in clearly
understanding outcome
expectations.

7.1

23.8

69.0

29. Use data to guide you in
making decisions.

2.4

16.7

81.0

Learning Community (α = .78)
15. Support teachers when
they provide the leadership for
student learning and
performance.
18. Keep teachers focused on
student learning.
38. Empower teachers to
participate in the decisionmaking process.

2.4

28.6

69.0

4.8

9.5

85.7

7.1

21.4

71.4

Organizational Management (α = .87)
14. Assist teachers in seeing
the relationship between their
role and function and the
vision of the school.

7.1

38.1

54.8

21. Perform tasks in a manner
that enhances the climate of
the school.

7.1

9.5

83.3

34. Support teachers when
they are engaged in a project
or activity with you.

4.8

21.4

73.8
(Table Continues)
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Table 3 (Continued)
Moderately
Important
or Less %

Principals: Item Responses

Important
%

Very
Important
%

Professional Development (α = .82)
09. Recommend professional
development activities that
energize teachers.
17. Demonstrate a commitment
to professional development.
23. Design professional
development activities to keep
teachers educationally informed
on best practices.

14.3

33.3

52.4

2.4

31.0

66.7

4.8

35.7

59.5

Professionalism (α = .85)
04. Behave in a way that reflects
a value for ethical standards in
the education profession.

2.4

9.5

88.1

20. Demonstrate through
behavior, a commitment to being
a moral agent in the profession of
education.

2.4

19.0

78.6

24. Make teachers feel valued as
professionals.

2.4

16.7

81.0

Reflection (α = .77)
05. Reflect on past practices for
the purpose of improving future
practices.

7.1

31.0

61.9

26. Make it evident that you
reflect on your practices with
focus on improving your
effectiveness.

7.1

26.2

66.7

33. Evaluate the results of work
completed for the purpose of
improving future practices.

4.8

33.3

61.9
(Table Continues)
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Table 3 (Continued)
Moderately
Important
or Less %

Principals: Item Responses

Important
%

Very
Important
%

Unity of Purpose (α =.61)
01. Influence teachers to
support student learning and
performance.
27. Assist teachers in aligning
their activities to facilitate the
accomplishment of the vision
of the school.
31. Use data to assist schoolbased personnel in achieving
their goals.

2.4

14.3

83.3

7.1

38.1

54.8

4.8

19.0

76.2

Visionary Leadership (α = .68)
10. Influence teachers to
commit to assisting in
accomplishing the vision of
the school.
28. Influence teachers to assist
in the transformation process.
39. Influence teachers to have
faith and truth in you
directions.

9.5

19.0

71.4

9.5

40.5

50.0

7.1

19.0

73.8
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4.79

4.69
4.66
4.63
4.60
4.59

4.59
4.56

4.56

4.54
4.51

4.51

4.46

01. Assessment 02. Collaboration 03. Curriculum
and Instruction

04. Diversity

05. Inquiry

06. Instructional
Leadership

07. Learning
Community

08.
Organizational
Management

09. Professional
10.
Development Professionalism

11. Reflection

12. Unity of
Purpose

13. Visionary
Leadership

Figure 1. Scale means obtained for principals’ assessment of the importance of 13 leadership competencies
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Table 4
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) of Principals’ Assessment of the Importance of 13 Leadership
Competencies
Importance: Principals

01

02

03

04

05

01. Assessment
02. Collaboration
03. Curriculum & Instruction
04. Diversity
05. Inquiry
06. Instructional Leadership
07. Learning Community
08. Org Management
09. Professional Development
10. Professionalism
11. Reflection
12. Unity of Purpose
13. Visionary Leadership

06

07

-0.41

08

09

10

11

12

13

-0.60
-0.48
-0.48
-0.42
-0.38

-0.53
0.45

0.59

Note. The Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) omnibus test was highly statistically significant (L = .358, F (12,
30) = 4.47, p < .001, hp = .642), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the table above. In those instances where these test
results were statistically significant at the corrected alpha levels (p < .004), cells with positive effect sizes denote comparisons where
the mean for the numbered competency at left exceeds the mean for the numbered competency above, while cells with negative
effect sizes denote comparisons where the mean for the numbered competency at left is lower than the mean for the numbered
competency above. The effect sizes are corrected for non-independence (r ) and for sample size (g ).
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Research Question 2:
To what extent do supervisors perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
Inspection of the item-level statistics provided in Table 5 and the means graphed
in Figure 2 reveals somewhat greater importance attached to each of the 13 competencies
when compared with principals’ assessment but also somewhat less variation. While the
scale mean for “Professionalism” (M = 4.88) is certainly the highest of the set, it does not
appear to tower above the rest, as contrasted with the results seen for principals.
As stated in in the note to Table 4, formal testing of the 13 scale means using the
Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure confirmed what cursory inspection
had indicated and, at the multivariate level, pointed to no statistically significant
differences across the entire set of 78 comparisons (L = .480, F(12, 23) = 2.07, p = .064,
hp2 = .520). By way of following up on this outcome, use of the dependent t-test
procedure to test for differences among the 78 pairs of dependent means revealed only
one pair of such differences to be statistically significant at corrected alpha levels (that is,
p = .05/78 or p < .001): namely, the comparison of the highest mean for importance (that
is, the mean for “Professionalism” with the mean for the importance of “Collaboration”
(M = 4.46, g = 0.57) .
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Table 5
Supervisors’ Perceptions of the Importance of 13 Competencies: Item-Level Percentages

Supervisors: Item Responses

Moderately
Important
or Less %

Assessment (α = .47)
03. Advocate the use of a
variety of strategies that can be
used to monitor student
2.9
performance and continuous
leader development.
22. Use a formal plan to
assess student progress for the
2.9
purpose of enhancing student
achievement.
30. Use assessment processes
to identify areas of student
achievement and need
improvement.

0.0

Important
%

Very
Important
%

14.3

82.9

25.7

71.4

20.0

80.0

Curriculum and Instruction (α = .63)
02. Demonstrate an
understanding of the
relationships among
curriculum coherence, student
success, and pedagogical
leadership.
11. Recommend curriculum
that focuses on individual
student needs.
35. Show evidence of having
knowledge of curriculum
components that keep the
school focused on student
learning.

2.9

17.1

80.0

5.7

22.9

71.4

2.9

34.3

62.9

(Table Continues)
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Table 5 (Continued)
Moderately
Important
or Less %

Supervisors: Item Responses

Important
%

Very
Important
%

5.7

28.6

65.7

5.7

31.4

62.9

0.0

25.7

74.3

2.9

14.3

82.9

0.0

11.4

88.6

8.6

14.3

77.1

Collaboration (α = .69)
08. Engage school personnel
in the creation of a community
of individuals that value
positive social interaction.
25. Work in concert with
individuals who have diverse
opinions.
37. Demonstrate a willingness
to collaborate with schoolbased personnel for the
purpose of improving student
achievement.

Diversity (α = .53)
06. Create an environment in
which the ethical and moral
imperatives of schooling in a
democratic society are valued.
16. Respect the ideas of
teachers when they work with
you.
32. Eliminate inequalities.

Instructional Leadership (α = .48)
13. Exhibit knowledge of
processes that can be used to
2.9
25.7
enhance teaching and learning.
19. Design instructional
programs to improve student
achievement.
36. Collaborate with schoolbased personnel in analyzing
data for the purpose of
identifying programs to
improve instruction.

71.4

0.0

25.7

74.3

0.0

20.0

80.0

(Table Continues)
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Table 5 (Continued)
Supervisors: Item Responses

Moderately
Important
or Less %

Important
%

Very
Important
%

Inquiry (α = .52)
07. Examine research to
identify best practices for use
in responding to school-related
issues.

2.9

37.1

60.0

12. Assist teachers in clearly
understanding outcome
expectations.

0.0

22.9

77.1

29. Use data to guide you in
0.0
20.0
making decisions.
Learning Community (α = .72)
15. Support teachers when
they provide the leadership for
2.9
17.6
student learning and
performance.
18. Keep teachers focused on
0.0
14.3
student learning.
38. Empower teachers to
participate in the decisionmaking process.

2.9

25.7

80.0

79.4

85.7
71.4

Organizational Management (α = .65)
14. Assist teachers in seeing
the relationship between their
role and function and the
vision of the school.

2.9

22.9

74.3

21. Perform tasks in a manner
that enhances the climate of
the school.

0.0

31.4

68.6

34. Support teachers when
they are engaged in a project
or activity with you.

0.0

17.1

82.9
(Table Continues)
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Table 5 (Continued)
Supervisors: Item Responses

Moderately
Important
or Less %

Important
%

Professional Development (α = .82)
09. Recommend professional
development activities that
0.0
42.9
energize teachers.
17. Demonstrate a
commitment to professional
2.9
20.0
development.
23. Design professional
development activities to keep
2.9
34.3
teachers educationally
informed on best practices.

Very
Important
%

57.1

77.1

62.9

Professionalism (α = .54)
04. Behave in a way that
reflects a value for ethical
standards in the education
profession.
20. Demonstrate through
behavior, a commitment to
being a moral agent in the
profession of education.
24. Make teachers feel valued
as professionals.

0.0

2.9

97.1

2.9

14.3

82.9

0.0

14.3

85.7

5.7

25.7

68.6

5.7

28.6

65.7

2.9

28.6

68.6

Reflection (α = .83)
05. Reflect on past practices
for the purpose of improving
future practices.
26. Make it evident that you
reflect on your practices with
focus on improving your
effectiveness.
33. Evaluate the results of
work completed for the
purpose of improving future
practices.

(Table Continues)
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(Table 5 continued)

Supervisors: Item Responses

Moderately
Important
or Less %

Important
%

Very
Important
%

Unity of Purpose (α = .65)
01. Influence teachers to
support student learning and
performance.
27. Assist teachers in aligning
their activities to facilitate the
accomplishment of the vision
of the school.
31. Use data to assist schoolbased personnel in achieving
their goals.

2.9

2.9

94.3

8.8

32.4

58.8

2.9

28.6

68.6

Visionary Leadership (α = .75)
10. Influence teachers to
commit to assisting in
accomplishing the vision of
the school.
28. Influence teachers to assist
in the transformation process.
39. Influence teachers to have
faith and truth in you
directions.

2.9

20.0

77.1

11.4

22.9

65.7

5.7

28.6

65.7
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4.88

4.79
4.77

4.76
4.74

4.74

4.71
4.69
4.67
4.64

4.64
4.63

01. Assessment 02. Collaboration 03. Curriculum
and Instruction

04. Diversity

05. Inquiry

06. Instructional
Leadership

07. Learning
Community

08.
Organizational
Management

09. Professional
10.
Development Professionalism

11. Reflection

4.63

12. Unity of
Purpose

13. Visionary
Leadership

Figure 2. Scale means obtained for supervisors’ assessment of the importance of 13 leadership competencies
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Table 6
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) of Supervisors’ Assessment of the Importance of 13 Leadership
Competencies
Importance: Supervisors

01

02

03

04

05

01. Assessment
02. Collaboration
03. Curriculum & Instruction
04. Diversity
05. Inquiry
06. Instructional Leadership
07. Learning Community
08. Org Management
09. Professional Development
10. Professionalism
11. Reflection
12. Unity of Purpose
13. Visionary Leadership

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

-0.57

Note. The Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) omnibus test was not statistically significant (L = .480, F (12,
2
23) = 2.07, p = .064, hp = .520), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the table above. In those instances where these test
results were statistically significant at the corrected alpha levels (p < .004), cells with positive effect sizes denote comparisons where
the mean for the numbered competency at left exceeds the mean for the numbered competency above, while cells with negative
effecrt sizes denote comparisons where the mean for the numbered competency at left is lower than the mean for the numbered
competency above. The effect sizes are corrected for non-independence (r ) and for sample size (g ).
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Research Question 3:
Do principals rate themselves as enacting the 13 core competencies with equal
frequency?
In terms of the frequency with which principals indicated that they enacted the 13
competencies, inspection of the item-level statistics provided in Table 7 and the means
graphed in Figure 3 suggests one discernable “peak” and two discernable “valleys”
among the assessments provided. As with principals’ assessments of the various
competencies’ “importance,” the scale mean representing the frequency with which
principals engage in “Professionalism” stands apart from the rest (M = 4.6), its average
value approaching the maximum that the five-point rating scale allows. As contrasted
with this “peak,” however, two “valleys” are indicated by the scale means observed for
principals’ assessment of the frequency with which they enact the competencies
“Professional Development” (M = 3.95) and “Visionary Leadership” (M = 4.02). Where
the mean for the former competency falls short of an average value of 4.0— signifying a
level of engagement that is less than “frequent” in the main—the mean for the latter
competency just barely exceeds 4.0, implying that most principals indicate that they do
not “always” but more often tend to “occasionally” address it.
As stated in in the note to Table 8, formal testing of the 13 scale means using the
Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure confirmed what cursory inspection
had indicated and pointed to one or more pairs of statistically significant differences
among the means (L = .292, F(12, 30) = 6.49, p < .001, hp2 = .708). By way of following
up on this outcome, use of the dependent t-test procedure to test for differences among
the 78 pairs of dependent means revealed nearly 26% (that is, 20/78) of such differences
to be statistically significant at corrected alpha levels (that is, p = .05/78 or p < .001),
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with 12 of these 20 differences associated with comparisons involving “Professionalism.”
Computation of the correlated effect sizes associated with these differences shows the
largest effects to be linked to comparisons involving the mean for that competency (that
is, Professionalism, M = 4.60) and the means for the competencies “Collaboration” (M =
4.09, g = .85), “Professional Development” (M = 3.95, g =1.03), and “Visionary
Leadership” (M = 4.02, g = .90). As also shown in Table 5, statistically significant
differences were also observed with respect to six additional comparisons involving the
aforementioned mean for “Professional Development” and two additional comparisons
involving the aforementioned mean for “Visionary Leadership. With respect to the
frequencies associated with the former competency, the scale mean for “Professional
Development” (M = 3.95) proved to be significantly lower than the ones observed for
“Assessment” (M = 4.22, g = .40), “Diversity” (M =4.23, g = .43), “Inquiry” (M = 4.19, g
= .36), “Learning Community” (M =4.25, g = .46), “Organizational Management” (M
=4.31, g = .55) and “Unity of Purpose” (M = 4.28, g = .50).With respect to the
frequencies associated with the latter competency, the scale mean for “Visionary
Leadership” (M = 4.02) proved to be significantly lower than the ones observed for
“Organizational Management” (M = 4.31, g = .43) and “Unity of Purpose” (M = 4.28, g =
.37).
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Table 7
Principals’ Perceptions of the Frequency of their Enactment of the 13 Leadership
Competencies: Item-Level Percentages
Occasionally
or
Less Often %

Principals: Item Responses

Frequently
%

Always
%

19.0

42.9

38.1

4.8

35.7

59.5

21.4

38.1

40.5

Assessment (α = .80)
03. Advocate the use of a
variety of strategies that can be
used to monitor student
performance and continuous
leader development.
22. Use a formal plan to
assess student progress for the
purpose of enhancing student
achievement.
30. Use assessment processes
to identify areas of student
achievement and need
improvement.

Curriculum and Instruction (α = .85)
02. Demonstrate an
understanding of the
relationships among
curriculum coherence, student
success, and pedagogical
leadership.
11. Recommend curriculum
that focuses on individual
student needs.
35. Show evidence of having
knowledge of curriculum
components that keep the
school focused on student
learning.

21.4

35.7

42.9

9.5

11.9

78.6

23.8

28.6

47.6

(Table Continues)

99

Table 7 (Continued)
Principals: Item Responses

Occasionally
or
Less Often %

Frequently
%

Collaboration (α = .68)
08. Engage school personnel
in the creation of a community
40.5
of individuals that value
positive social interaction.

Always
%

42.9

16.7

25. Work in concert with
individuals who have diverse
opinions.

33.3

42.9

23.8

37. Demonstrate a willingness
to collaborate with schoolbased personnel for the
purpose of improving student
achievement.

28.6

42.9

28.6

11.9

54.8

33.3

31.0

35.7

33.3

35.7

35.7

28.6

Diversity (α = .68)
06. Create an environment in
which the ethical and moral
imperatives of schooling in a
democratic society are valued.
16. Respect the ideas of
teachers when they work with
you.
32. Eliminate inequalities.

Instructional Leadership (α = .85)
13. Exhibit knowledge of
processes that can be used to
19.0
50.0
enhance teaching and learning.

31.0

19. .Design instructional
programs to improve student
achievement.

31.0

38.1

31.0

36. Collaborate with schoolbased personnel in analyzing
data for the purpose of
identifying programs to
improve instruction.

14.3

40.5

45.2

(Table Continues)
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Table 7 (Continued)
Principals: Item Responses

Occasionally
or
Less Often %

Frequently
%

Always
%

Inquiry (α = .82)
07. Examine research to
identify best practices for use
in responding to school-related
issues.

11.9

23.8

64.3

12. Assist teachers in clearly
understanding outcome
expectations.

4.8

31.0

64.3

29. Use data to guide you in
making decisions.

14.3

40.5

45.2

Learning Community (α = .72)
15. Support teachers when
they provide the leadership for
26.2
35.7
student learning and
performance.
18. Keep teachers focused on
4.8
28.6
student learning.
38. Empower teachers to
participate in the decision7.1
28.6
making process.
Organizational Management (α = .74)
14. Assist teachers in seeing
the relationship between their
26.2
35.7
role and function and the
vision of the school.

38.1

66.7
64.3

38.1

21. Perform tasks in a manner
that enhances the climate of
the school.

33.3

45.2

21.4

34. Support teachers when
they are engaged in a project
or activity with you.

11.9

23.8

64.3

(Table Continues)
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Table 7 (Continued)
Occasionally
or
Less Often %

Principals: Item Responses

Frequently
%

Professional Development (α = .80)
09. Recommend professional
development activities that
33.3
45.2
energize teachers.
17. Demonstrate a
commitment to professional
development.
23. Design professional
development activities to keep
teachers educationally
informed on best practices.

Always
%

21.4

26.2

45.2

28.6

14.3

38.1

47.6

11.9

38.1

50.0

33.3

42.9

23.8

7.1

31.0

61.9

Professionalism (α = .77)
04. Behave in a way that
reflects a value for ethical
standards in the education
profession.
20. Demonstrate through
behavior, a commitment to
being a moral agent in the
profession of education.
24. Make teachers feel valued
as professionals.

Reflection (α = .79)
05. Reflect on past practices
for the purpose of improving
future practices.

19.0

50.0

31.0

26. Make it evident that you
reflect on your practices with
focus on improving your
effectiveness.

7.1

42.9

50.0

33. Evaluate the results of
work completed for the
purpose of improving future
practices.

31.0

47.6

21.4
(Table Continues)
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Table 7 (Continued)
Occasionally
or
Less Often %

Principals: Item Responses

Frequently
%

Always
%

Unity of Purpose (α = .78)
01. Influence teachers to
support student learning and
performance.
27. Assist teachers in aligning
their activities to facilitate the
accomplishment of the vision
of the school.
31. Use data to assist schoolbased personnel in achieving
their goals.

7.1

45.2

47.6

19.0

35.7

45.2

14.3

45.2

40.5

Visionary Leadership (α = .74)
10. Influence teachers to
commit to assisting in
14.3
38.1
accomplishing the vision of
the school.
28. Influence teachers to assist
23.8
52.4
in the transformation process.
39. Influence teachers to have
faith and truth in you
21.4
33.3
directions.
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47.6

23.8
45.2

4.60

4.31
4.28
4.25
4.23

4.22

4.20

4.19
4.14
4.09

4.10
4.02
3.95

01. Assessment 02. Collaboration 03. Curriculum
and Instruction

04. Diversity

05. Inquiry

06. Instructional
Leadership

07. Learning
Community

08.
Organizational
Management

09. Professional
10.
Development Professionalism

11. Reflection

12. Unity of
Purpose

13. Visionary
Leadership

Figure 3. Scale means obtained for principals’ assessment of the frequency of their enactment of the 13 leadership competencies.
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Table 8
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) of Principals’ Assessment of the Frequency of their Enactment
of the 13 Leadership Competencies
Frequency: Principals

01

02

03

04

05

01. Assessment
02. Collaboration
03. Curriculum & Instruction
04. Diversity
05. Inquiry
06. Instructional Leadership
07. Learning Community
08. Org Management
09. Professional Development
10. Professionalism
11. Reflection
12. Unity of Purpose
13. Visionary Leadership

06

07

08

09

10

0.40

-0.61
-0.85
-0.75
-0.63
-0.67
-0.71
-0.58
-0.50
-1.03

0.43
0.36
0.46
0.55

11

12

13

0.43
0.64

-0.50
0.57

0.90
0.37

Note. The Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) omnibus test was highly statistically significant (L = .292, F (12,
30) = 6.49, p < .001, hp = .708), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the table above. In those instances where these test
results were statistically significant at the corrected alpha levels (p < .004), cells with positive effect sizes denote comparisons where
the mean for the numbered competency at left exceeds the mean for the numbered competency above, while cells with negative
effect sizes denote comparisons where the mean for the numbered competency at left is lower than the mean for the numbered
competency above. The effect sizes are corrected for non-independence (r ) and for sample size (g ).
2
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Research Question 4:
Do supervisors rate principals as enacting the 13 core competencies with equal
frequency?
In terms of the frequency with which supervisors rated principals’ enactment of
the 13 competencies, inspection of the item-level statistics provided in Table 9 and the
means graphed in Figure 4 reveals a pattern of assessment not unlike that seen for
principals’ assessment of the 13 competencies. As with those assessments, the scale mean
representing the frequency with which principals engage in “Professionalism” appears to
stands apart from the rest (M = 4.75), its average value approaching the maximum that
the five-point rating scale allows. At the same time, the scale means observed for the
remaining 12 evidence among themselves only slight variation, ranging between the scale
mean observed for Visionary Leadership (M = 4.17) at the low end and the scale mean
observed for Learning Community (M = 4.43) at the high end.
As stated in in the note to Table 10, formal testing of the 13 scale means using the
Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance procedure confirmed what cursory inspection
had indicated and pointed to one or more pairs of statistically significant differences
among the means (L = .377, F(12, 30) = 3.04, p < .001, hp2 = .623). By way of following
up on this outcome, use of the dependent t-test procedure to test for differences among
the 78 pairs of dependent means revealed roughly 13% (that is, 10/78) of such differences
to be statistically significant at corrected alpha levels (that is, p = .05/78 or p < .001),
with all of these differences associated with comparisons involving “Professionalism.”
Computation of the correlated effect sizes associated with these differences shows the
largest effects to be linked to comparisons involving the mean for that competency (that
is, Professionalism, M = 4.75) and the means for the competencies “Assessment” (M =
106

4.29, g = 1.00), “Curriculum and Instruction” (M = 4.21, g =1.01), “Inquiry” (M = 4.31, g
= 1.02) and “Unity of Purpose” (M = 4.22, g = 1.01). Conversely, no statistically
significant differences were observed between the scale mean for “Professionalism” and
the scale means for “Diversity” (M = 4.41) and “Learning Community” (M = 4.43).
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Table 9
Supervisors’ Perceptions of the Frequency of Principals’ Enactment of the 13 Leadership
Competencies: Item-Level Percentages

Supervisors: Item Responses

Occasionally
or Less Often
%

Assessment (α = .66)
03. Advocate the use of a
variety of strategies that can be
used to monitor student
5.7
performance and continuous
leader development.
22. Use a formal plan to
assess student progress for the
8.6
purpose of enhancing student
achievement.
30. Use assessment processes
to identify areas of student
achievement and need
improvement.

5.7

Frequently
%

Always
%

57.1

37.1

31.4

60.0

51.4

42.9

Curriculum and Instruction (α =.73)
02. Demonstrate an
understanding of the
relationships among
20.0
54.3
curriculum coherence, student
success, and pedagogical
leadership.
11. Recommend curriculum
that focuses on individual
0.0
8.6
student needs.
35. Show evidence of having
knowledge of curriculum
14.3
20.0
components that keep the
school focused on student
learning.

25.7

91.4

65.7

(Table Continues)
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Table 9 (Continued)
Occasionally
or Less Often
%

Supervisors: Item Responses

Frequently
%

Always
%

Collaboration (α = .30)
08. Engage school personnel
in the creation of a community
of individuals that value
positive social interaction.
25. Work in concert with
individuals who have diverse
opinions.
37. Demonstrate a willingness
to collaborate with schoolbased personnel for the
purpose of improving student
achievement.

17.1

51.4

31.4

11.4

68.6

20.0

17.1

37.1

45.7

14.3

51.4

34.3

22.9

37.1

40.0

28.6

25.7

45.7

Diversity (α = .60)
06. Create an environment in
which the ethical and moral
imperatives of schooling in a
democratic society are valued.
16. Respect the ideas of
teachers when they work with
you.
32. Eliminate inequalities.

Instructional Leadership (α = .48)
13. Exhibit knowledge of
processes that can be used to
5.7
48.6
enhance teaching and learning.
19. .Design instructional
programs to improve student
achievement.
36. Collaborate with schoolbased personnel in analyzing
data for the purpose of
identifying programs to
improve instruction.

45.7

22.9

42.9

34.3

14.7

38.2

47.1

(Table Continues)
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(Table 9 continued)
Supervisors: Item Responses

Occasionally
or Less Often
%

Frequently
%

Always
%

Inquiry (α = .49)
07. Examine research to
identify best practices for use
in responding to school-related
issues.

5.7

25.7

68.6

12. Assist teachers in clearly
understanding outcome
expectations.

5.7

25.7

68.6

29. Use data to guide you in
2.9
25.7
making decisions.
Learning Community (α = .73)
15. Support teachers when
they provide the leadership for
22.9
31.4
student learning and
performance.
18. Keep teachers focused on
2.9
17.1
student learning.
38. Empower teachers to
participate in the decisionmaking process.

11.4

40.0

71.4

45.7

80.0
48.6

Organizational Management (α = .72)
14. Assist teachers in seeing
the relationship between their
role and function and the
vision of the school.

11.4

57.1

31.4

21. Perform tasks in a manner
that enhances the climate of
the school.

17.1

45.7

37.1

34. Support teachers when
they are engaged in a project
or activity with you.

8.6

17.1

74.3

(Table Continues)
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Table 9 (Continued)
Supervisors: Item Responses

Occasionally
or Less Often
%

Frequently
%

Professional Development (α = .50)
09. Recommend professional
development activities that
24.2
57.6
energize teachers.
17. Demonstrate a
commitment to professional
8.6
45.7
development.
23. Design professional
development activities to keep
8.6
31.4
teachers educationally
informed on best practices.

Always
%

18.2

45.7

60.0

Professionalism (α = .52)
04. Behave in a way that
reflects a value for ethical
standards in the education
profession.
20. Demonstrate through
behavior, a commitment to
being a moral agent in the
profession of education.
24. Make teachers feel valued
as professionals.

8.6

51.4

40.0

28.6

28.6

42.9

0.0

28.6

71.4

8.6

45.7

45.7

8.8

50.0

41.2

25.7

34.3

40.0

Reflection (α = .68)
05. Reflect on past practices
for the purpose of improving
future practices.
26. Make it evident that you
reflect on your practices with
focus on improving your
effectiveness.
33. Evaluate the results of
work completed for the
purpose of improving future
practices.

(Table Continues)
111

Table 9 (Continued)
Occasionally
or Less Often
%

Supervisors Item Responses

Frequently
%

Always
%

Unity of Purpose (α = .67)
01. Influence teachers to
support student learning and
performance.
27. Assist teachers in aligning
their activities to facilitate the
accomplishment of the vision
of the school.
31. Use data to assist schoolbased personnel in achieving
their goals.

8.6

22.9

68.6

5.9

61.8

32.4

8.6

54.3

37.1

Visionary Leadership (α = .81)
10. Influence teachers to
commit to assisting in
8.6
28.6
accomplishing the vision of
the school.
28. Influence teachers to assist
14.3
40.0
in the transformation process.
39. Influence teachers to have
faith and truth in your
14.3
37.1
directions.
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62.9

45.7
48.6

4.75

4.43

4.41

4.39

4.31

4.29

4.33

4.31

4.35

4.33

4.22

4.21

4.17

01. Assessment 02. Collaboration 03. Curriculum
and Instruction

04. Diversity

05. Inquiry

06. Instructional
Leadership

07. Learning
Community

08.
Organizational
Management

09. Professional
10.
Development Professionalism

11. Reflection

12. Unity of
Purpose

13. Visionary
Leadership

Figure 4. Scale means obtained for supervisors’ assessment of the frequency of principals’ enactment of 13 leadership competencies
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Table 10
Summary of Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) of Supervisors’ Assessment of the Principals’ Enactment of the 13
Leadership Competencies
Frequency: Supervisors

01

02

03

04

05

06

01. Assessment
02. Collaboration
03. Curriculum & Instruction
04. Diversity
05. Inquiry
06. Instructional Leadership
07. Learning Community
08. Org Management
09. Professional Development
10. Professionalism
11. Reflection
12. Unity of Purpose
13. Visionary Leadership

07

08

09

10

11

12

13

0.95

1.01

0.91

-1.00
-0.83
-1.01
-1.02
-0.99
-0.75
-0.94

Note. The Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance (R-ANOVA) omnibus test was statistically significant (L = .377, F (12, 30) =
2

2
3.04, p =.012, hp = .623), with the results of follow-up testing shown in the table above. In those instances where these test results
were statistically significant at the corrected alpha levels (p < .004), cells with positive effect sizes denote comparisons where the
mean for the numbered competency at left exceeds the mean for the numbered competency above, while cells with negative effect
sizes denote comparisons where the mean for the numbered competency at left is lower than the mean for the numbered competency
above. The effect sizes are corrected for non-independence (r ) and for sample size (g ).
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Research Question 5:
Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
importance of the 13 core competencies?
To determine whether principals and supervisors differed in their assessments of
the “importance” the 13 competencies, a two-group Multivariate Analysis of Variance
was conducted with assessments serving as the dependent variable. As presented in Table
11, no multivariate difference was observed across the set of 13 variables (L = .795, F
(13, 63) = 1.251, p = .267, hp2 = .205). At the univariate level, a single comparison
between principal and supervisor group means was observed at conventional alpha levels:
specifically, the comparison between the principal group mean (M = 4.54) and the
supervisor group mean (M = 4.79) observed for the “Diversity” competency, with an
effect size difference of about one-half of a standard deviation (F(1, 75) = 5.55, p = .021,
g = -.53).
Research Question 6:
Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the frequency
with which principals enact the 13 core competencies?
To determine whether principals and supervisors differed in their assessments of
the “frequency” with which principals enact the 13 competencies, a two-group
Multivariate Analysis of Variance was conducted with assessments again serving as the
dependent variable. As presented in Table 12, statistically significant differences at both
the multivariate and univariate levels of analysis were observed. At the multivariate test
level, a between-group difference across the entire set of 13 competencies was observed.
(L = .675, F (13, 62) = 2.293, p = .015, hp2 = .325). At the univariate level, two betweengroup differences were observed: first, the comparison between the principal group mean
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(M = 4.54) and the supervisor group mean (M = 4.79) for the “Collaboration”
competency, with an effect size difference of about one-half of a standard deviation (F(1,
74) = 5.41, p = .021, g = -.53); and second, the comparison between the principal group
mean (M = 4.54) and the supervisor group mean (M = 4.79) for the “Collaboration”
competency, with an effect size difference of about two-thirds of a standard deviation
(F(1, 74) = 8.84, p = .003, g = -.68)
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Table 11
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) Comparing Principals’ and
Supervisors’ Assessment of the Importance of 13 Leadership Competencies

Scale: Importance

Principals
(n = 42)
M
SD

Supervisors
(n = 35)
M
SD

F

g

01. Assessment

4.59

0.55

4.76

0.33

2.75

-0.38

02. Collaboration

4.46

0.57

4.64

0.44

2.25

-0.34

03. Curriculum and Instruction

4.51

0.61

4.67

0.44

1.65

-0.29

04. Diversity

4.54

0.54

4.79

0.35

5.55 *

-0.53

05. Inquiry

4.59

0.51

4.71

0.33

1.60

-0.29

06. Instructional Leadership

4.60

0.52

4.74

0.32

1.90

-0.31

07. Learning Community

4.69

0.51

4.77

0.37

0.54

-0.17

08. Organizational Management

4.63

0.57

4.74

0.35

1.09

-0.24

09. Professional Development

4.51

0.58

4.64

0.45

1.19

-0.25

10. Professionalism

4.79

0.44

4.88

0.26

0.97

-0.22

11. Reflection

4.56

0.53

4.63

0.50

0.30

-0.12

12. Unity of Purpose

4.66

0.44

4.69

0.41

0.11

-0.07

13. Visionary Leadership

4.56

0.52

4.63

0.50

0.39

-0.14

Note. When a Mutivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted on the set of 13
scale means where the competencies were measured according to importance, no statistically
significant between-group difference was observed (L = .795, F (13,63) = 1.251, p = .267,
hp = .205). At the univariate level, a statistically significant between-group difference that
favored Supervisors was observed for the Diversity scale (F (1, 75) = 5.55, p = .021, g = .53).
2
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Table 12
Summary of Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) Comparing Principals’ and
Supervisors’ Assessment of the Frequency of Principal Engagement with13 Leadership
Competencies

Scale: Frequencies

Principals
(n = 42)
M
SD

Supervisors
(n = 34)
M
SD

F

g

01. Assessment

4.22

0.66

4.29

0.51

0.27

-0.12

02. Collaboration

4.09

0.63

4.39

0.48

-0.53

03. Curriculum and Instruction

4.10

0.72

4.21

0.63

5.41 *
0.43

04. Diversity

4.23

0.59

4.41

0.59

1.77

-0.30

05. Inquiry

4.19

0.64

4.31

0.45

0.90

-0.22

06. Instructional Leadership

4.14

0.69

4.31

0.49

1.47

-0.28

07. Learning Community

4.25

0.61

4.43

0.58

1.56

-0.29

08. Organizational Management

4.31

0.59

4.33

0.66

0.03

-0.04

09. Professional Development

3.95

0.66

4.35

0.46

-0.68

10. Professionalism

4.60

0.55

4.75

0.41

8.84 **
1.77

11. Reflection

4.20

0.66

4.33

0.51

0.95

-0.22

12. Unity of Purpose

4.28

0.57

4.22

0.61

0.18

0.10

13. Visionary Leadership

4.02

0.68

4.17

0.79

0.71

-0.19

-0.15

-0.30

Note. When a Mutivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted on the set of 13
scale means where the competencies were measured according to frequency, a statistically
significant between-group difference was observed (L = .675, F (13,62) = 2.293, p = .015,
hp = .325). At the univariate level, statistcially significant between-group differences that in both
instances favored supervisors were observed for the Collaboration scale (F (1, 74) = 5.41, p =
.021, g = -.53) and Professional Development scale (F (1, 74) = 8.84, p = .003, g = -.68).
2
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Summary
With respect to the sample of principals’ judgement of the importance of Green’s
(2006) 13 leadership competencies and the frequency with which these principals engage
in them, statistically significant differences most often involved the competency
“Professionalism.” With respect to judgments of importance, “Professionalism” was
assessed as being higher than eight of the remaining 12 and was as assessed as being
engaged in more often than any of the other 12 with respect to judgments of frequency.
Among supervisors, there was no meaningful variation in their judgments of these
competencies’ importance and the only competency they perceived to be more often
engaged in by principals relative to all others was “Professionalism.” When principals’
and supervisors’ judgments were subjected to between-groups comparisons, supervisors
were observed to rate the competency “Diversity” as higher in importance than principals
and to perceive principals as more often engaging in the competencies “Collaboration”
and “Professional Development” than the principals themselves.
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Chapter 5
Discussions and Implications of Study
Introduction
Chapter 5 is the final chapter of the dissertation study of the “Analysis of the
Leadership Behaviors of National Institute for School Leadership Executive
Development Graduates” and presents a summary of the study, which includes the
purpose of the study, discussion of research findings, and implications. Chapter Five also
includes a discussion of the implications for university leadership programs, alternative
leadership programs, school-district superintendents, district-level instructional
supervisors, and school principals, as well as recommendations for further research.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is twofold: first, to investigate the relative importance
that principals completing the NISL EDP attach to Green’s (2006) 13 core leadership
competencies, together with their assessment of how frequently they enact these
competencies; and secondly to compare and contrast these two sets of principals’
perceptions with those of their supervisors. The six research questions following are
derived from this general purpose:
Research Questions
1) To what extent do principals perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
2) To what extent do supervisors perceive each of the 13 core competencies to be
equally important?
3) Do principals rate themselves as enacting the 13 core competencies with equal
frequency?
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4) Do supervisors rate principals as enacting the 13 core competencies with equal
frequency?
5) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the
importance of the 13 core competencies?
6) Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’ ratings of the frequency
with which principals enact the 13 core competencies?
Discussion of Research Findings and Implications
In this section the major findings for each of the six research questions are
presented. Each of the findings provides insight into the importance and frequencies of
the 13 core competencies as prescribed by Green (2010).
Research Question 1. To what extent do principals perceive each of the 13 core
competencies to be equally important? With a mean score of 4.79, principals assessed
the importance of professionalism as the highest of the 13 core leadership competencies.
This score supports creating a schoolwide performance learning culture for professional
development that focuses on the creation of an action-oriented blueprint for cultivating a
culture that reinforces learning to establish a school culture based on the expectation of
learning for all students (SREB, 2010). Increasing professional development for
emerging and new school leaders offers an opportunity for principals to learn how to
foster professional communities that focus on effective instruction to develop
instructional leadership (Clifford, 2012). It is the author’s opinion that professionalism
and professional development are interrelated. Statistically significant differences were
found between the means for professionalism and the means on 8 of the 12 of the other
core leadership competencies. As a core leadership competency, learning community
with a mean score of 4.69 was assessed as the second highest in importance by principals.
As a core leadership competency, visionary leadership with a mean score of 4.56 was
assessed the third highest in importance by principals. The lowest assessed in importance
of the 13 core leadership competencies was collaboration with a mean score of 4.46.
Principals assessed the core leadership competency, collaboration (M = 4.46) as the least
important of the 13 core leadership competencies. Approximately 50% of principals
rated collaboration as the lowest of the 13 core leadership competencies.
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Research Question 2. To what extent do supervisors perceive each of the 13
core competencies to be equally important? Supervisors assessed the importance of
professionalism with a mean score of 4.88 as the highest of the 13 core leadership
competencies. The second highest assessed core leadership competency of importance
by the supervisors was diversity with a mean score of 4.79. The lowest assessed in
importance of the 13 core leadership competencies was reflection and visionary
leadership with a mean score of 4.63.
Research Question 3. Do principals rate themselves as enacting the 13 core
competencies with equal frequency? Principals assessed their engagement in enacting
professionalism with an equal frequency mean score of 4.6 as the highest of the 13 core
leadership competencies. As a core leadership competency, organizational management
with an equal frequency mean score of 4.31 was rated the second highest of the 13 core
competencies enacted by principals. As a core leadership competency, professional
development with an equal frequency mean score of 3.95 was assessed as the lowest of
the 13 core competencies enacted by principals.
Research Question 4. Do supervisors rate principals as enacting the 13 core
competencies with equal frequency? Supervisors rated the principal’s engagement in
enacting professionalism with an equal frequency mean score of 4.75 as the highest of the
13 core leadership competencies. As a core leadership competency, learning community
with an equal frequency mean score of 4.43 was assessed the second highest of the 13
core leadership competencies enacted by principals. As a core leadership competency,
visionary leadership with an equal frequency mean score of 4.17 was assessed the lowest
of the 13 core competencies enacted by principals.
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Research Question 5. Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’
ratings of the importance of the 13 core competencies? There is no significant difference
between the principals’ and supervisors’ assessment of the 13 core leadership
competencies. The only core leadership competency that expressed a statistical
difference between the two assessed groups was diversity. Diversity was the only core
competency that was observed as having a statistically significant between-group
difference. Diversity was assessed as the second highest in importance amongst
supervisors (M = 4.79), but was the third lowest in importance amongst principals (M =
4.54). The New Leaders For New Schools (NLNS) principal preparation program for
school leaders focuses on recruiting individuals with a diverse proven set of skills,
strengths, and successes. According to Hale and Moorman (2003), NLNS recruits
leaders who have the potential to become successful principals in urban school districts.
Research Question 6. Is there a difference between principals’ and supervisors’
ratings of the frequency with which principals enact the 13 core competencies? A
multivariate statistically significant between-group difference was observed. The
univariate statistically significant between-group difference observed the following two
core leadership competencies: collaboration assessed by supervisors (M = 4.34) and
principals (M = 4.09) and professional development assessed by supervisors (M = 4.35)
and principals (M = 3.95).
Clifford (2012) advocated that the content in training modules include
collaboration to discuss and develop a vision statement for instructional leadership n the
school. Principals assessed the core leadership competency professional development
with a mean score of 3.95, and the supervisor assessed the core leadership competency
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professional development with a mean score of 4.35. The development of a strong
professional learning community among educators was a key ingredient in improving
schools (Crane, 2012).
The core leadership competencies that principals reported to be equally important
suggested that the transactional and transformational leadership behaviors were perceived
to be equally important to the principals in this study. The core leadership competency,
professional and organizational management, can be valuable for both the transactional
and the transformational leader. The fact that principals assessed these as their top two
important core leadership competencies may suggest that the transition from transactional
to transformational leadership is still developing. However, the results expressed the
principals’ assessment of the core leadership competency, collaboration, as the least
important and suggested that this is an area of focus for future work with principals.
The core leadership competencies that principals reported that they enacted with
equal frequency were professionalism and organizational management, both of which
correlate with the leadership behaviors of a transactional and/or transformational leader
The principals in this study enacted with equal frequency the leadership behavior of the
transactional and transformation leader. The core leadership competency, professional
development, was assessed as the least important. Therefore; there is an implication that
there is a need for principals as they transition from transactional to transformational
leader to focus on the core leadership competency, professional development. The core
leadership competencies that supervisors reported to be equally important suggested that
the transactional and transformation leadership behaviors were perceived to be equally
important to the supervisors in this study. The core leadership competencies,
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professionalism and diversity, can be valuable for both the transactional and the
transformational leader. The fact that supervisors assessed these as their top two
important core leadership competencies may suggest that the transition from transactional
to transformational leadership is still developing for supervisors, as well. However, the
results expressed the supervisors’ assessment of the core leadership competencies,
reflection and visionary, as the least important and suggested that this is an area of focus
for future work with principals and supervisors during the transition from transactional to
transformational leadership.
The core leadership competencies that supervisors reported that principals enacted
with equal frequency were professionalism and learning community, both of which
correlate with the leadership behaviors of a transactional and a transformational leader
The principals in this study enacted with equal frequency the leadership behavior of the
transactional and transformational leader. The core leadership competency, visionary,
was assessed as the least important. Therefore; there is an implication that the
supervisors saw a need for principals as they transition from transactional to
transformational leader to focus on the core leadership competency, visionary. This
finding may imply this to be an area of focus for the supervisors and principals.
The importance of 13 core leadership competencies was assessed with no
significant difference between the assessment of the supervisors and the principals.
Although supervisors assessed the core leadership competency diversity at a significantly
higher mean score of 4.79 than that of the principals’ mean score of 4.54. The implication
of this statistic could imply that the principals may need to focus on the core leadership
competency of diversity in the transition from transactional to transformational leader.
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The results from the study that the principals assessed the enactment of the core
leadership competencies, collaboration and professional development, with a lower mean
score than the supervisors implied that the supervisors observed collaboration and
professional development, but the principals did not see the exhibition of collaboration
and professional development in their work as significant. The need for evidence based
professional development requiring proven results that principals are exhibiting effective
leadership behaviors through a portfolio or action-learning project would enhance the
work for superintendents and principals.
Classic transactional leaders focus mostly on rewards and punishment,
establishing a corrective model for addressing the actions of other (Larson, 2009). By
contrast, transformational leaders seek to develop others by working to understand
intrinsic motivation and focusing on a long-term perspective. Transformational
leadership occurs when the leader takes a visionary position and inspires people to follow
(Bass, 1990).
The 13 core leadership competencies developed by Green (2010) and NISL’s
(2010) eight leadership roles are aligned with the ISLLC Standards and Effective
Leadership Practices. The 13 core leadership competencies developed by Green (2010)
provided a framework for defining what principals needed to know and be able to do to
transform from managerial leaders to instructional leaders resulting in the shift from
transactional leaders to transformational leaders. Green (2010) identified and defined 13
core leadership competencies of effective school leaders. These 13 foundational skills
informed behaviors school leaders should exhibit.
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The extent to which supervisors believed that their school leaders exhibited
behaviors informed by the 13 core competencies guided this study. It was assumed that
leader effectiveness is attained when the behavior of the principal is formed by the 13
core competencies.
Recommendations for Further Study
Data analysis for this study led to the following recommendations for future
research: (1)Similar studies using the Leadership Behavior Inventory for Supervisors
and Principals could be conducted with elementary, middle, and high school principals in
different states to obtain a wider, more generalizable sample, (2) Futures studies could
extend and utilize the demographic data, which could produce significant variables in
determining the perceived importance of principals and supervisors relative to the 13 core
leadership competencies and the frequency in which both groups perceive the
competencies to be enacted (3) Future studies should focus on first-year and novice
principals as well, (4) Future studies could interview principals and supervisors online
from diverse and scattered geographic locations to gather additional data relative to the
importance and enactment of the core leadership competencies. (5) A future potential
research study using the qualitative design method with focus groups comprised of
principals and their supervisors could reveal the challenges and issues facing leaders on
the obstacles and rewards encountered during the transition of principals from
transactional to transformational leadership, and (6) Future research could investigate
how professional development could be a catalyst for the transition from transactional to
transformation leadership.
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Conclusions
A review of the literature revealed that the principal’s role, which traditionally
was a position of manager must be expanded to include instructional leadership. Several
researchers (Boyan, 1988; Darling-Hammond, 1997; DuFour, 2002; Knapp et al., 2002;
Rosenblum et al., 1994) have stated that principals who traditionally were personnel and
student managers must now embark on an area of curriculum and instructional
leadership. As we evolve into the era of performance and accountability, the challenge is
upgrading traditional training systems that will require principals to be instructional
leaders. The research findings from this study suggests the utilization of coaches and/or
mentors, which can serve as accountability partners for principals to assist the
educational field with this process of transitioning principals from transactional to
transforming leaders. Darling-Hammond, LaPointe, Meyerson, Orr, and Cohen (2007)
found that sixty-seven percent of principals reported those typical programs are of touch
with the realities of what it takes to run today’s schools.
Professional development programs such as the National Institute for School
Leadership’s Executive Development Program have been identified as training
instruments that will aid in developing and transforming principals into instructional
leaders. This research study assessed the principals’ and supervisors’ perception of the
importance of the leadership behaviors required for an effective principal. Additionally,
the study assessed the exhibition of the leadership behaviors in the day-to-day routine of
the principal. This program addresses the effect of the 13 core competencies identified by
Green (2006), which are needed to develop effective school leaders. It is my opinion that
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alternative leadership programs can be utilized in transforming principals into
instructional leaders.

129

References
(2011, July). Proceedings from 2011 Southeast Regional Rural Education Summit: State
Collaborative on Reforming Education (SCORE). Nashville, TN: SCORE.
Achilles, C. M., & Price, W. J. (2001). What is missing in the current debate about
education administration (EDAD) standards!. AASA Professor, 24 (2), 8-13.
Retrieved from http://www.aasa.org/publications/tap/Winter_2001.pdf
Alexander, L. (2012, January 5). NCLB lessons: It is time for Washington to get out of
the way. Education Week, 31(15), 29, 40. Retrieved from http://www.edweek.org.
Anderson, J., Simon H., & Reder, L. (1996). Situated learning and education.
Educational Researcher, 25 (4), 5-11.
Annenberg Institute for School Reform [AISR]. (2004). Professional development
strategies: Professional learning communities. Providence, RI: Brown University.
Retrieved from http://annenberginstitute.org/pdf/proflearning.pdf
Allen, R. S. (1966). Role and function of supervisors and curriculum workers.
Educational Leadership, 23(4), 330-333.
Alvoid, L., & Black Jr., W. L. (2014). The changing role of the principal: How highachieving districts are recalibrating school leadership. Washington, DC: Center
for American Progress. Retrieved form https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wpcontent/uploads/2014/06/PrincipalPD-FINAL.pdf
Barth, R. S. (1991). Improving schools from within: teachers, parents, and principals
can make the difference. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Bass, B. (1960). Leadership, psychology and organizational behavior. New York:
Harper.

130

Bass, B. M. (1990a). Bass and Stodgill’s handbook of leadership (3rd ed.). New York:
Free Press.
Bass, B. M. (1990b). From transactional to transformational leadership: Learning to share
the vision. Organizational Dynamics, 18 (3), 19-31.
Bass, Bernard M. (1997). The ethics of transformational leadership. In Kellogg
Leadership Studies Project, Transformational Leadership Working Papers
Transformational Leadership Working Papers, The James MacGregor Burns
Academy of Leadership, 1997.
Bass, B. M. (1998). Transformational leadership: Industrial, military, and educational
impact. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Bennis, W. (1990). Managing the dream: Leadership in the 21st century. Training: The
Magazine of Human Resource Development, 27(5), 44-46.
Bennis, W., & Nanus, B. (2007). Leaders: The strategies for taking charge (2nd ed.). New
York: Collins Business.
Benismon, E. M., Neumann, A., & Birnbaum, R. (1989). Making sense of administrative
leadership: The L word in higher education. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education
Report.
Black, P., & William, D. (1998). Inside the black box: Raising standards through
classroom assessment. Phi Delta Kappan, 80 (2), 139-148.
Blase, J., & Blase, J. (1999). Effective instructional leadership: teachers'
perspectives on how principals promote teaching and learning in schools. Journal
of Educational Administration, 38(2), 130-141.

131

Blase, J., & Kirby, P. B. (2000). Bringing out the best in teachers: what effective
principals do (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Block, P. (1987). The empowered manager: Positive political skills at work. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.
Bolden R., Gosling, J., Marturano, A & Dennison, P. (2003). A review of leadership theory and
competency frameworks. Centre for Leadership Studies, University of Exeter. Retrieved
from http://www.leadership-studies.com

Bottoms, G., & O’Neill, K. (2001). Preparing a new breed of school principals:
It’s time for action. Atlanta, GA: Southern Regional Education Board.
Boyan, N. (1988). Handbook of research in educational administration. New York:
Longman Publishing Group.
Bransford, J. D., Brown, A. L., & Cocking, R. R. (Eds.). (1999). How people learn:
Brain, mind, experience, and school. Washington, DC: National Research
Council.
Bregy-Wilson, M. (2012). The role of the principal and school administration manager: A
school improvement strategy based on the fidelity of implementation [Abstract].
Retrieved from http://www.samsconnect.com/wordpress/wpcontent/uploads/2013/02/Michael-Bregy-SAM-Impact-Study.pdf
Brunner, C. C., & Schumaker, P. (1998). Power and gender in the “new view” public
schools. Policy Studies Journal, 26(1), 30-45.
Bulach, C., Boothe, D., Pickett, W. (2006). Analyzing the leadership behavior of
school principals. The Connexions Project. Retrieved from
http://cnx.org/content/m13813/1.1/
Burns, J. M. (1978). Leadership. New York: Harper & Row.
132

Businesszone. (2010). Retrieved from businesszone.co.uk
Capra, F. (1996). The web of life. New York: First Anchor Books.
Canole, M., & Young, M. (2013). Standards for educational leaders: An analysis.
Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers.
Cheney, G. R., Davis, J., Garrett, K., & Holleran, J. (2010). A new approach to principal
preparation. Fort Worth, TX: Rainwater Charitable Foundation.
Clifford, M. (2012). Hiring quality school leaders: Challenges and emerging
practices. Naperville, IL: American Institutes for Research. Retrieved from
http://www.air.org/files/Hiring_Quality_School_Leaders.pdf
Clifford, M., Behrstock-Sherratt, E., & Fetters, J. (2012). The ripple effect: A synthesis of
research on principal influence to inform performance evaluation design.
Washington, DC: American Institutes for Research.
Cohen, D. J., & Hill H. (2001). Learning Policy. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Coffin, D. E. (2008). Teacher perceptions of the changing role of the secondary middle
school principal (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from
http://scholarcommons.usf.edu/etd/182
Collins, J. (2001). Good to great: Why some companies make the leap …and others
don’t. New York: Harper Collins Publishers, Inc.
Collins, J.C., & Porras, J.I. (1997). Built to last: Successful habits of visionary
companies. New York: Harper Collins Publishers.
Corallo, C., & McDonald, D. H. (2002). What works with low-performing schools: A
review of research. Charleston, WV: AEL.
Cotton, K. (2003). Principals and student achievement: What the research
133

says. Alexandria, VA: Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO]. (1996). Interstate School Leaders
Licensure Consortium: Standards for School Leaders. Retrieved from
http://www.ccsso.org/content/pdfs/isllcstd.pdf
Council of Chief State School Officers [CCSSO]. (2008). Educational leadership policy
standards: ISLLC 2008. Retrieved from
http://www.ccsso.org/Documents/2008/Educational_Leadership_Policy_
Standards_2008.pdf
Crane, D. N. (2012). The relationship between leadership behavior, the thirteen core
competencies, and teacher job satisfaction (Doctoral dissertation). University of
Memphis, Memphis. (3529956)
Cuban, L. (1988). A fundamental puzzle of school reform. Phi Delta Kappan, 69(5), 341
344.
Darling-Hammond, L. (1997). The right to learn: A blueprint for creating schools that
work. San Francisco: Jossey Bass.
Darling-Hammond L., La Pointe, M., Meyerson, D., Orr, M.T., & Cohen, C. (2007).
Preparing School Leaders for a Changing World: Lessons from Exemplary
Leadership Development Programs. Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Stanford
Educational Leadership Institute.
Davis, S., Darling-Hammond, L., La Pointe, M., & Meyerson, D. (2005). School
leadership study: Developing successful principals (Review of Research).
Stanford, CA: Stanford University, Stanford Educational. Retrieved from

134

http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/principaltraining/Documents/Developing-Successful-Principals.pdf
Deal, T.E., & Kennedy, A.A. (2000). Corporate cultures: The rites and rituals of
corporate life. New York: Basic Books.
Doyle, M. E., & Smith, M. K. (2001). Classical leadership, the encyclopedia of
informal education. Retrieved from
http://www.infed.org/leadership/traditional_leadership.htm
DuFour, (2002). The learning-centered principal. Educational Leadership, 59 (8), 12-15.
DuFour, R. (2004). Schools as learning communities: What is a professional learning
community? Educational Leadership, 61(8) 6-11.
DuFour, R., Eaker, R., & DuFour, R. (Eds.). (2005). On common ground: The power of
professional learning communities. Bloomington, IN: Solution Tree Press.
DuFour, R., & Marzano, R. J. (2009). High-leverage strategies for principal leadership.
Educational Leadership, 62-68.
Edvantia. (2012). Retrieved from http://wwwledvantia.org/pdyourway/topics/index.html
Edvantia. (2013). Retrieved from http://wwwledvantia.org/pdyourway/topics/index.html
Eiter M. (2002). Best Practices in leadership development: Lessons from the best
business schools and corporate universities. In M. S. Tucker & J. B. Codding
(Eds.), The Principal Challenge (p. 99-122). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Elmore, R. (2000). Building a new structure for School leadership
(pp. 1-25. Washington, DC: The Albert Shanker Institute.
Elmore, R. (2002). Bridging the gap between standards and achievement. Washington,
DC: The Albert Shanker Institute.

135

Elmore, R., & Burney, D. (1999). Investing in teacher learning: Staff development and
instructional improvement. In L. Darling-Hammond & G. Sykes (Eds.), Teaching
as the learning profession: Handbook of policy and practice (pp. 263–291). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
English, F. (2003). Cookie-cutter leaders for cookie-cutter schools: The teleology of
standardization and the delegitimization of the university in educational
leadership preparation. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 2 (1), 27-47.
Farkas, S., Johnson, J., Duffett, A., Syat, B., & Vine, J. (2003). Rolling up their sleeves:
Superintendents and principals talk about what’s needed to fix public schools.
New York: Public Agenda. Retrieved from
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/districtpolicy-and-practice/Documents/Rolling-Up-Their-Sleeves-Whats-Needed-to-FixPublic-Schools.pdf
Firestone, W.A., Monfils, L., Martinez, M. C., Polovsky, T., Camilli, G. & Hayes, M.
(2001). Principal Leadership in the Context of a State Testing Program: An
Exploratory Study. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the University
Council for Educational Administration in Cincinnati, OH, November 2, 2001.
Fordham Foundation. (2003). Better leaders for America’s schools: A
manifesto with profiles of education leaders and a summary of state certifications
practices. Washington, DC: Fordham Foundation.
Fullan, M. G. (1988). What's worth fighting for in the principalship?: Strategies for
taking charge in the elementary school principalship. Toronto, ON: Ontario
Public School Teachers' Federation.

136

Fullan, M.G. (1992). Visions that blind. Educational Leadership 49(5), 19-20.
Gardener, J. (1989). On leadership. New York: The Free Press.
Goldsmith, M., Lyons, L., & Freas, A. (Eds.) (2000). Coaching for leadership: How the
world’s greatest coaches help leaders learn. San Francisco: Pfeiffer.
Goodland, J. I. (2004). A place called school: Twentieth anniversary edition. New York:
McGraw-Hill Book Co.
Green, R. L. (1996). Preparing leaders for schools of today and tomorrow. AASA
Professor, 3 (19), 4-6.
Green, R.L. (2006). Leadership behavior inventory for principal. Unpublished
instrument. Memphis, TN: Center for Urban School Leadership, University of
Memphis.
Green, R.L. (2009). Practicing the art of leadership. A problem-based
approach to implementing the ISLLC Standards (3rd ed.). Boston: Pearson.
Green, R. L. (2010). The four dimensions of principal leadership: A framework
for leading 21st century schools. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.
Grogan, M., Bredeson, P. V., Sherman, W. H., Preis, S., & Beaty, D. M. (2009). The
design and delivery of leadership preparation. In M. D. Young, G. G. Crow, J.
Murphy, & R. T. Ogawa (Eds.), Handbook of research on the education of school
leaders (pp. 395-416). New York: Routledge.
Gronn, P. (2003). The new work of educational leaders: Changing leadership practice in
an era of school reform. London: Sage Publications.
Gulbin, K. M. (2008). Transformational leadership: Is it a factor for improving student
achievement in high poverty secondary schools in Pennsylvania? (Doctoral

137

dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest, UMI Dissertations Publishing. (3303551)
Hackman, M. Z., & Johnson, C. E. (2000). Leadership: the communication
perspective. Prospect Heights, IL: Waveland Press.
Hale, E. L., & Moorman, H. N. (2003). Preparing school principals: A national
perspective on policy and program innovations. Washington, DC: Institute for
Educational Leadership.
Hallinger, P. (1992). The evolving role of American principals: From managerial to
transformational leaders. Journal of Educational Administration, 30(3), 35-48.
Hallinger, P., & Heck, R. H. (1998). Exploring the principal’s contribution to school
effectiveness: 1980-1995. School Effectiveness and School Improvement, 9(2),
157-191.
Harvey, J., & Holland, H. (2012). The school principal as leader: Guiding schools to
better teaching and learning. New York: Wallace Foundation.
Heller, M. F., & Firestone, W. A. (1994). Heroes, teams, and teachers: A study of
leadership for change. Retrieved from ERIC. (ED371445)
Herman, R., Dawson, P. L, Dee, T., Greene, J. L., Maynard, R., Redding, S., & Darwin,
M. (2008). Turning around low-performing schools: A Practice Guide (NCEE
2008-4020).
Hersey, P., & Blanchard, K. H. (1977). Management of organizational behavior:
utilizing human resources (3rd ed.). Princeton, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Hess, F. (2003). A license to lead? A new leadership agenda for America’s schools.
Washington, DC: Progressive Policy Institute.

138

Hill, P. T., Campbell, C., & Harvey, J. (2000). It takes a city: Getting serious about
urban School reform. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press.
Hill, P.W. (2002). What principals need to know about teaching and learning. In M. S.
Tucker & J.B. Codding (Eds.), The Principal Challenge (pp. 43-76). San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Hobson-Horton, L.D., Green, R.L., & Duncan, B. (2009). The usage of the
Southern Regional Board (SREB)’s critical success factors in developing teacher
leaders to assume instructional leadership responsibilities. International Journal
of Teacher Leadership, 2(2), 69-88. Retrieved from
http://www.csupomona.edu/ijtl
Horner, M. (1997). Leadership theory: past, present and future. Team Performance
Management, 3(4), 270-287.
Hughes, R., & Moglia-Cannon, R. (2010, March). Ready and able: Preparing principals
to lead our schools. The State Education Standard, 11(1), 14-21.
Hull, J. (2012). The principal perspective: A full report. Alexandria, VA: Center for
Public Education. Retrieved from http://www.centerforpubliceducation.org/MainMenu/Staffingstudents/The-Principal-Perspective-at-a-glance/The-principalperspective-full-report.html
Ibarra, L. A. (2008). Transforming a school culture: Examining the leadership behaviors
of successful principals (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest, UMI
Dissertations Publishing. (3315044)

139

Ivie, S. C. (2007). School leaders' behavior informed by thirteen core leadership
competencies and the relationship to teacher job satisfaction (Doctoral
dissertation). University of Memphis, Memphis, TN.
Jennings, J. (2010). School choice or schools’ choice? Managing in an era of
accountability. Sociology of Education, 83(3), 227-247.
doi: 10.1177/0038040710375688
Keeler, C.M. (2002). Exploring the validity of standards for school administration
preparation. Journal of School Leadership, 12(5), 579-602.
Kelly, A., & Hess, F. (2005). The accidental principal. Education Next 5(3), 35-40.
Retrieved from http://educationnext.org/files/ednext20053_34.pdf
Kilpatrick, S. A, & Locke. (1991). Leadership: do traits matter? Academy of
Management Executive, 5(2), 48-60.
Knapp, M. S., Copland, M. A., Darling-Hammond, L., McLaughlin, M. W., & Talbert, J.
E. (2002). Leadership for teaching and learning. A framework for research and
action. Paper presented at the American Educational Research Association, New
Orleans, LA.
Knapp, M. S., Copland, M. A., & Talbert, J. E. (2003). Leading for learning: Reflective
tools for school and district leaders. Seattle, WA: University of Washington,
Center for the Study of Teaching & Policy. Retrieved from
http://depts.washington.edu/ctpmail/PDFs/LforLSummary-02-03.pdf
Kotter, John P. (1996). Leading Change. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

140

Ladd, H. (2009). Teachers’ perceptions of their working conditions: How predictive of
policy-relevant outcomes? (Working Paper No. 33). Retrieved from Urban
Institute website: http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/1001440-TeachersPerceptions.pdf
Lashway, L. (2002). Developing instructional leaders. ERIC Digest, (160), 1-4. Retrieved
from http://eric.uoregon.edu
Lashway, L. (2003). Transforming principal preparation. ERIC Digest, 165, 1-6.
Retrieved from ERIC. (ED473360)
LaPointe, M., & Davis, S. (2006). Exemplary programs produce strong
instructional leaders. Stanford, CA: Stanford Educational Leadership Institute.
Retrieved from
http://seli.stanford.edu/research/documents/ucea_papers/sls_ucea_leaders.pdf
Larson, J. (2009). Transformational leadership: Leading schools in a time of global
cultural shifts. Independent School, 68(3), 50-58.
Learning Forward. (2014). Definition of professional development. Retrieved from
http://learningforward.org/who-we-are/professional-learningdefinition#.VRjvv_zF-So
Leithwood, K., Harris, A., & Hopkins, D. (2008). Seven strong claims about successful
school leadership. School Leadership & Management, 28 (1), 27-42.
Leithwood, K., & Steinbach, R. (2005). Toward a second generation of school leadership
standards. In P. Hallinger (Ed.), Global trends in school leadership preparation
(pp. 257-272). The Netherlands: Swets & Zeitlinger.

141

Leithwood, K., Louis, K.S., Anderson, S., & Wahlstrom, K. (2004). A review of research
how leadership influences student learning. New York: The Wallace Foundation.
Retrieved from http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/schoolleadership/key-research/Documents/How-Leadership-Influences-StudentLearning.pdf
Leithwood, K., & Duke, D. (1999). A century’s quest to understand school leadership. In
J. Murphy & K. S. Louis, (Eds.), Handbook of research on educational
administration (2nd ed., pp. 45-72). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Leithwood, K., & Stager, M. (1989). Expertise in Principals' Problem Solving.
Educational Administration Quarterly, 25(2), 126-161.
Leithwood, K., & Montgomery, D. (1982). The role of the elementary principal in
program improvement. Review of Educational Research, 52(3), 309-339.
Levine, A. (2005). Educating School Leaders. New York: The Education Schools
Project.
Lezotte, L. (1991). Correlates of effective schools: The first and second
generation. Okemos, MI: Effective Schools Products, Ltd. Retrieved from
http://www.a2community.org/skyline.home/files/correlates.pdf
Little, J.W. (1993). Teachers’ professional development in a climate of educational
reform. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, 15 (2), 129-151.
Louis, K. S., Leithwood, K., Wahlstrom, K. L., & Anderson, S. E.. (2010). Learning from
leadership: Investigating the links to improved student learning: Final report of
research findings.

142

Retrieved from http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/schoolleadership/key-research/Documents/Investigating-the-Links-to-ImprovedStudent-Learning-Executive-Summary.pdf
Lunenburg, F. C. (2010). The principal as instructional leader. National Forum of
Educational and Supervision Journal, 27(4), 1-7.
Manasse, A.L. (1986). Vision and leadership: Paying attention to intention. Peabody
Journal of Education, 63(1), 150-173.
Mann, R. D. (1959). A review of the relationship between personality and performance in
small groups. Psychological Bulletin, 66(4), 241-270.
Marsh, C. J. & Willis, G. (2003). Curriculum: Alternative approaches, ongoing issues
(3rd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Merrill Prentice Hall.
Marzano, R. J., Waters, T., & McNulty, B. A. (2005). School leadership that works:
From research to results. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.
Massachusetts Department of Elementary & Secondary Education [MDSE]. (2009).
Report to the legislature: school leadership academies training initiative (Line
Item 7061-9411). Malden: Massachusetts Department of Elementary &
Secondary Education.
McRel International. (2013). Retrieved from http://www.mcrel.org
McRel International. (2014). Retrieved from http://www.mcrel.org
Mednick, A. (2003). The principal‘s new role: Creating a community of leaders.
Conversations Turning Points Transforming Middle Schools, 3(1), 1-11.
Retrieved from http://www.turningpts.org/pdf/Conversations_Fall03.pdf

143

Mendez-Morse, S. (1993). Vision, leadership, and change. Issues about Change, 2 (3).
Mendez-Morse, S. (2012). Leadership characteristics that facilitate school change.
Austin, TX: Southwest Educational Development Laboratory.
MetLife. (2012). MetLife Teacher survey. Retrieved from
https://www.metlife.com/assets/cao/foundation/MetLife-Teacher-Survey2012.pdf.
Miller, K. (2003). School, teacher, and leadership impacts on student achievement.
Aurora, CO: Mid-Continent Regional Education Lab.
MIT Systems Design and Management. (2010). 2010 MIT SDM conference on systems
thinking. Retrieved from https://sdm.mit.edu/
Murphy, J. (2001). The changing face of leadership preparation. School Administrator,
58(10), 14-17.
Murphy, J. (2002). Reculturing the profession of educational leadership: New blueprints.
In, J. Murphy (Ed.), The educational leadership challenge: Redefining leadership
for the 21st century. NSSE Yearbook, 101(1), 65–82. Chicago: University of
Chicago.
Murphy, J. (2007). Module 4. Restructuring through learning focused leadership.
Handbook on Restructuring and Substantial School Improvement. Center on
Innovation & Improvement. Retrieved from http://www.centerii.org
Nanus, B. (1992). Visionary leadership: Creating a compelling sense of direction for
your organization. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
National Association of Elementary Schools [NAES]. (2001). Leading learning
communities: Standards for what principals should know and be able to do.

144

Alexandria, VA: NAESP.
National Center on Education and the Economy [NCEE]. (2007). Tough Choices or
Tough Times. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office.
National Commission on Excellence in Education. (1983). A nation at risk: The
imperative for educational reform. Retrieved from
http://www2.ed.gov/pubs/NatAtRisk/index.html
National Council on Teacher Quality. (2011). 2011 state teacher policy yearbook:
National summary. Retrieved from http://www.nctq.org/stpy11/
reports/stpy11_national_report.pdf
National Institute for School Leadership [NISL]. (2006). National Institute for School
Leadership (NISL) units, topics, and themes. Retrieved from
https://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/document/1413097/nisl_units_
topics_themes_pdf
National Institute for School Leadership [NISL]. (2008). National Institute for School
Leadership research and development. Retrieved from
http://www.nisl.net/research/
National Institute for School Leadership [NISL]. (2012a). NISL Facilitator Guide. Falls
Church, VA.
National Institute for School Leadership [NISL]. (2013). NISL Facilitator Guide. Falls
Church, VA.
National Institute for school Leadership [NISL]. (2014a). NISL 2014 Pamphlet. Falls
Church, VA.

145

National Institute for School Leadership [NISL]. (2012b). Retrieved from
http://www.nisl.net
National Institute of School Leadership [NISL]. (2014b). Retrieved from
http://www.nisl.net
New Leaders for New Schools [NLNS]. (2014). Retrieved from
http://www.newleaders.org
New Leaders for New Schools [NLNS]. (2011). Urban Excellence Framework [UEF].
New York: New Leaders Inc.
New Teacher Center. (2013). The New Teacher’s Working Conditions Survey (2013).
Retrieved from
http://www.newteachercenter.org/pdfs/NC_student_achievement.pdf.
Njuguna, W. (2009, July 8). District models principals' training in instructional
leadership. Education Daily, p. 3.
Northouse, P.G. (2004). Leadership Theory and Practice (3rd ed.). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Norton, M. S. (2013). Competency-based leadership: A guide for high performance in the
role of school principal. Lanham, MD: Rowan & Littlefield Education.
Nunnery, J.A., Ross, S.M., & Yen, C. (2010a). The effect of the National Institute for
School Leadership’s Executive Development Program on school performance
trends in Pennsylvania. Norfolk, VA: The Center for Educational Partnerships at
Old Dominion University. Retrieved from
https://www.odu.edu/content/dam/odu/offices/tcep/docs/16583__4_PA_Pilot
Cohort_2011_Final_Tech_Report.pdf

146

Nunnery, J.A., Ross, S.M., & Yen, C. (2010b). An Examination of the Effects of a Pilot
of the National Institute for School Leadership’s Executive Development Program
on school performance trends in Massachusetts. Norfolk VA: The Center for
Educational Partnerships at Old Dominion University.
Nunnery, J. A., Ross, S. M., Chappell, S., Pribesh, S., & Hoag-Carhart, E. (2011). The
impact of the NISL executive development program on school performance in
Massachusetts: cohort 2 results. Norfolk VA: The Center for Educational
Partnerships at Old Dominion University. Retrieved from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED531042.pdf
Pattison, T. (2010). The difference between secondary school principals’ servant
leadership in lower achieving and higher achieving secondary schools (Doctoral
dissertation). University of Missouri, Columbia. Retrieved from
https://mospace.umsystem.edu/xmlui/bitstream/handle/10355/10243/research.pdf
?sequence=3
Pejza, J.P. (1985, April ). The Catholic school principal: A different kind of leader. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Catholic Educational Association,
St. Louis, MO. Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED256053.pdf
Perella (2012). A critical study of the National Institute for School Leadership in the
Commonwealth Of Massachusetts (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from
Graduate Doctoral Dissertations. (Paper 75)
Peterson, K. D. (2002). The professional development of principals: Innovations and
opportunities. Educational Administration Quarterly. 38(2), 213-232.

147

Phi Delta Kappan. (2012). A notebook of short but worthy items: More effective
principals. Phi Delta Kappan, 93(7), 6-7. doi:10.1177/003172171209300702
Pierce, P. R. (1935). The origin and development of the public school principalship.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Pitre, P., & Smith, W. (2004). ISLLC standards and school leadership: Who’s leading
this band? Teachers College Record. Retrieved from www.tcrecord.org.
Portin, B., Alejano, C., Knapp, M. S., & Marzolf, E. (2006). Redefining roles,
responsibilities, and authority of school leaders. Seattle, WA: Center for the Study
of Teaching & Policy, University of Washington.
Portin, B.S., Knapp, M.S, Dareff, S., Feldman, S., Russell, F.A., Samuelson C., & Yeh,
T.L. (2009). Leadership for Learning Improvement in Urban Schools. Seattle:
University of Washington, Center for the Study of Teaching and Policy.
Portin, B., Schneider, P., DeArmond, M., & Gundlach, L. (2003). Making sense of
leading schools: A study of the school principalship. Retrieved from
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/principaltraining/Documents/Making-Sense-of-Leading-Schools-Study-of-SchoolPrincipalship.pdf
Powell, S. P. (2007). Leadership models (Doctoral Dissertation). University of
Phoenix. Retrieved from http://works.bepress.com/shawn_powell_joseph/1/
Protheroe, N.O. (2011, May-June). Research report: What do effective principals do?
Principal, 9 (5) 26-30. Retrieved from www.naesp.org

148

Quinn, D. M. (2002). The impact of principal leadership behaviors on instructional
practice and student engagement. Journal of Educational Administration, 40(5),
447-467.
Reback, R. (2009). Teaching to the rating: School accountability and the distribution of
student achievement. Journal of Public Economics, 93(2), 352-353.
Rippa, S. A. (1988). Education in a free society: An American history. White Plains, NY:
Longman.
Rosenblum, S., Louis, K. S., & Rossmiller, R. A. (1994). School leadership and teacher
quality of work life in restructuring schools. In J. Murphy & K. S. Louis (Eds.),
Reshaping the principalship: Insights from transformational reform efforts (pp.
99–122). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press, Inc.
Rousmaniere, K. (2007). Go to the principal’s office: Toward a social history of the
school principal in North America. History of Education Quarterly, 47(1), 1- 22.
Samuels, Christina. (2012). Study: Churn in the principal's office bodes poorly for
success of schools. Education Week, 31 (23), 20.
Sanzo, K., Myran, S., & Normore, A.H. (2012). Successful school leadership preparation
and development. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
School Improvement Network. (2013). Retrieved from www.school improvement.com
Seeley, D.S. (1992, April). Visionary leaders for reforming public schools. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco, CA.
Senge, P. M. (1990). The fifth discipline: The art and practice of the learning
organization. New York: Doubleday Currency.

149

Sergiovanni, T. J. (1999). Rethinking leadership (p. 61). Arlington Heights, IL:
Skylight Professional Development.
Shelton, S. V. (2009). Strong leaders, strong schools: 2008 state laws. Denver:
National Conference of State Legislatures. Retrieved from
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/KnowledgeCenter/KnowledgeTopics/CurrentA
reaso fFocus/EducationLeadership/Documents/strong-leaders-strong-schools2008.pdf
Shuttleworth, D. E. (2004). School management in transition: Schooling on the edge.
New York: Routledge Falmer.
Smith, S. C., & Piele, P. K. (Eds.). (1989). School leadership: Handbook for Excellence
(2nd ed.). Eugene, OR: ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management.
Retrieved from http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED309504.pdf
Smith, M.S., & O’Day, J.A. (1993). Systemic reform and educational opportunity. In
S.H. Fuhrman (Ed.), Designing coherent education policy: Improving the system
(250-312) San Francisco: Jossey Bass. Retrieved from
http://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED359626.pdf
Southern Regional Education Board [SREB]. (2010). The three essentials: Improving
schools requires district vision, district and state support, and principal
leadership. Retrieved from
http://publications.sreb.org/2010/10V16_Three_Essentials.pdf
Southern Regional Education Board [SREB]. (2013). Learning-centered leadership
program. Retrieved from http://www.sreb.org/page/1082/school_leadership.html

150

Southwest Educational Development Laboratory [SEDL]. (1992). Leadership
characteristics that facilitate school change. Retrieved from
http://www.sedl.org/change/leadership/character.html
Southwest Educational Development Laboratory [SEDL]. (1993). Vision, Leadership,
and Change. Issues about Change, 2 (3).
Steiner, L., & Hassel, E. A.. (2011). Using competencies to improve school turnaround
principal success. Chapel Hill, NC: Public Impact. Retrieved from
http://www.darden.virginia.edu/uploadedFiles/Darden_Web/Content/Faculty_
Research/Research_Centers_and_Initiatives/Darden_Curry_PLE/School_Turnaro
und/using-competencies-to-improve-school-turnaround.pdf
Stodgill, R. M. (1948). Personal factors associated with leadership. A survey of
the literature. Journal of Psychology, 25, 35-71.
Stodgill, R. M. (1974). Handbook of leadership: a survey of theory and research.
University of California: Free Press.
Supovitz, J.A., Mayer, D. P., & Kahle J. B. (2000). Promoting inquiry based instructional
Practice: The longitudinal impact of professional development in the context of
systemic reform. Educational Policy, 14(3), 331-356.
Task Force on Teaching as a Profession. (1986). A nation prepared: Teachers for the 21st
century. Hyattsville, MD: Carnegie Forum on Education and the Economy.
Thinkexist.com. (2013). Albert Einstein quotes (1). Retrieved from
http://en.thinkexist.com/quotes/Albert_Einstein/

151

Togneri, W., & Anderson, S. (2003). Beyond islands of excellence: What districts can do
to improve instruction and achievement in all schools. Washington, DC: The
Learning First Alliance and the Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development.
Tucker, M. (2003). Out with the old. Education Next, 3 (4), 20-24.
Tucker, M.S., & Codding, J.B. (1998). Standards for Our Schools. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.
U.S. Department of Education [USDOE]. (2009). Race to the Top. Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office. Retrieved from
http://www2.ed.gov/programs/racetothetop/factsheet.html
U.S. Department of Education [USDOE]. (2010). A blueprint for reform: The
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Retrieved from
http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/blueprint/index.html
Vanderbilt Assessment of Leadership in Education [Val-Ed]. (2013) Vanderbilt
Assessment of Leadership in Education Survey. Retrieved from
http://www.valed.com.
Vanderhaar, J.E., Muñoz, M.A. & Rodosky, R. J. (2006). Leadership as accountability
for learning: The effects of school poverty, teacher experience, previous
achievement, and principal preparation programs on student achievement.
Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, 19, 17–33.
Van Meter, E., & Murphy, J. (1997). Using ISLLC standards to strengthen programs in
school administration. Washington, DC: Council of Chief State School Officers.

152

Vernon-Dotson, L.J., Belcastro, K., Crivelli, J., Lesako, K., Rodrigues, R., Shoats, S., &
Trainor, L. (2009). Commitment of Leadership Teams: A District-Wide Initiative
Driven by Teacher Leaders. International Journal of Teacher Leadership, 2 (2),
24-38. Retrieved from http://www.csupomona.edu/ijtl
Wallace Foundation. (2013). The school principal as leader: Guiding schools to better
teaching and learning (2nd ed.). Retrieved from
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/effectiveprincipal-leadership/Documents/The-School-Principal-as-Leader-GuidingSchools-to-Better-Teaching-and-Learning-2nd-Ed.pdf
Wallace Foundation. (2011). The school principal as leader: Guiding schools to better
teaching and learning. Retrieved from
http://www.wallacefoundation.org/knowledge-center/school-leadership/effectiveprincipal-leadership/Documents/The-School-Principal-as-Leader-GuidingSchools-to-Better-Teaching-and-Learning.pdf
Wallace Foundation. (2010). Education leadership: An agenda for school improvement.
Retrieved from http://www.wallacefoundation.org
Waters, T., & Grubb, S. (2004). The leadership we need: Using research to
strengthen the use of standards for administrator preparation and licensure
programs. Aurora, CO: Mid-continental Research for Education and Learning.
Waters, J.T., Marzano, R.J., & McNulty, B.A. (2003) Balanced leadership: What
30 years of research tells us about the effect of leadership on student
achievement. Aurora, CO: Mid-continental Research for Education and Learning.
Wehlage, F., & Newmann, G.. (1997). Successful school restructuring: A report to the

153

public and educators. Madison, WI: Center on Organization and Restructuring of
Schools.
Wood, C. L., Nicholson, E. W., & Findley, D. G.. (1985). The secondary school
principalship.Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc.
Wright, B.D. & Masters, G.N. (1982). Standards for our schools. San Francisco: Jossey
Bass.
Wright, G., & Gray, N. D. (2007). The ISLLC standards: A unifying force in school
administrator and counselor preparation. Paper based on a program presented at
the Association for Counselor Education and Supervision Conference, Columbus,
OH.
Wright, P. (1996). Managerial leadership. London: Routledge.
Young, M., & Kochan, F. (2004). UCEA Leaders Respond: Supporting Leadership for
America’s Schools. Better Leaders for America’s Schools: Perspectives on the
Manifesto, 115-129. Columbia, MO: University Council for Educational
Administration.
Yukl, G. A. (1994). Leadership in organizations (3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ:
Prentice Hall.
Yukl, G. A. (1999). An Evaluative Essay on Current Conceptions of Effective Leadership.
European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 8 (1), 33–48.
Retrieved from http://www.docsinbox.net/MGT5830/Yuklleadership.pdf
Zaccaro, S. J., Kemp, C., and Bader, P. (2004). Leader traits and attributes. In J.
Antonakis, A. T. Cianciolo, & R. J. Sternberg. (Eds.), The nature of leadership
(pp. 101-124). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.

154

Ziff, N. (1959). Role of the general secondary school supervisor. Educational
Leadership, 16 (8), 500-516.

155

Appendix A: Leadership Behavior Inventory for Principals
Please complete the following demographic information.
LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
Gender:
___Male
___Female

Teaching Experience
___1 - 5 years
___6-10 years
___11-20 years
___20+ years

Experience at Current School
___1-5 years
___6-10 years
___11-20 years
___20+years

Principal Experience
___1 - 5 years
___6-10 years
___11-20 years
___20+ years
School Level of Current School
___Elementary: PreK-5
___Middle: 6-8
___High: 9-12
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Appendix B: Leadership Behavior Inventory for Supervisors
Please complete the following demographic information.
LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR INVENTORY
Gender:
___Male
___Female

Teaching Experience
___1 - 5 years
___6-10 years
___11-20 years
___20+ years

Title of your Current Position________________________

Years of Experience in your Current Position
___1-5 years
___6-10 years
___11-20 years
___20+ years
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